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CURRENT TOPICS. 


THe oRDER for transfer of actions to Buckizy and Farwet, 
JJ., which we printed a oe ago, has been rapidly followed 
by another order, which we give elsewhere, for the transfer of 
12 actions from Mr. Justice Srraiine to. Mr. Justice Bucky, 
and of 12 actions from Mr, Justice Kuxewion to Mr. Justice 
Farwe.u. It will be observed that no fewer than 14 of these 
transferred actions were set down last month. 





Ir 1s to be hoped that the proposed banquet to representatives 
of the bench and bar of the United States will prove a success. 
It is understood that representatives of the benches and bars of 
Ireland, Scotland, and the Colonies are also to be invited. There 
will be at least 100 guests, and as the Middle Temple Hall will 
not, we believe, accommodate more than about 300 diners, the 
proportion of hosts to guests will not be large, and as a 
consequence the subscription of each host towards the banquet 
will be rather heavy. And if the learned judges and Queen’s 
Counsel should flock to the banquet inconsiderable numbers, there 
will be a somewhat small representation of the junior bar, and our 
transatlantic friends will carry away the impression that the 
English bar are mostly grey-headed and portly. 





A ovrious question arose before Granruam, J., in Wyatt v. 
Mackenzie last week. An innkeeper’s executors sued a customer 
for the price of various refreshments supplied to him some years 
ago, the main item being for “‘ whiskies and sodas.” The 
somewhat ungracious defence was that the action would not lie 
by reason of the provisions of the Act commonly known as the 
“Tipplers Act,” bat more correctly as the Sale of Spirits Act, 
1750 (24 Geo. 2, c. 40). That Act (section 12) takes away any 
right of action in respect of ‘‘any sum or sums of money, debt 
or demands whatsoever, for or on account of any spirituous 
liquors, unless such debts shall have really and aan 
been contracted at one time to the amount of 20s. “ 
upwards.” It is repealed by 25 & 26 Vict. c. 38, as to 
liquors sold in certain quantities to be consumed off the 
premises. The whiskies and sodas in question were within the 
earlier Act if they were to be entirely as 
liquors. But the prices of ome <= water 
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were separately ascertainable, and the learned judge saw his 
way to ‘‘ split”’ the mixture into its component and gave 
judgment for the plaintiff for the value of the soda water. The 
Act has been considered in several reported cases such as Scott 
v. Gillmore (3 Taunt 226), Burnyeat v. Hutchinson (5 B. & Ald. 
241), Hughes v. Done (1 Q.B. 294), but the point decided in 
Wyatt v. Mackenzie does not appear to be covered by authority. 





WE sHovLp be sorry to advocate anything which would add to 
the expense of litigation, but there is one direction at least in 
which we believe it is possible to exercise a very unwise economy. 
We refer to the non-adoption of the practice of taking a shorthand 
note of the judgment in the court below with view to a possible 
appeal. In most important actions in the Chancery Division, at 
anyrate, this is almost the invariable practice ; but in bankruptcy, 
apparently, to judge from some recent experiences in the 
Court of Appeal, it is rather the exception than the rule. 
The result is very inconvenient. On Friday after Friday 
there is an unedifying wrangle between counsel as to 
what was, or was not, said by the judge or registrar in the 
court below ; a certain amount of unpleasant friction is some- 
times generated, and the judges look on in hopeless bewilder- 
ment. In the absence of a shorthand note, it is at least to be 
desired that counsel should themselves take down at the time a 
précis of the short effect of the judgment. This was, we 
believe, formerly the custom, and was, in fact, regarded 
as part of an advocate’s duty. It is now, we are afraid, too 
frequently neglected. This fault, at any rate, is easily avoid- 
able, and perhaps some strong expression of judicial opinion in 
favour of the former practice might be effective on the next 
occasion of a conflict of memory between counsel. 





Tue Compantzs Britt, which has recently passed its second 
reading in the House of Commons, and has been referred to the 
Grand Committee on Law, contains an excellent example of the 
ingenuity with which Parliamentary draftsmen create un- 
necessary difficulties in the interpretation of Acts of Parlia- 
ment. In the definition clause the Bill says: “The expression 
‘prospectus’ includes any notice or advertisement offering for 
public subscription or sale any shares or debentures of a 
com -’ Here the use of the word “includes” shews that 
the intention is to extend the primary meaning of “ prospectus,” 
so that the provisions of the Bill may apply, not only to a 
printed document in the familiar form of a prospectus and 
expressly so called, but also to an informal letter or circular 
offering shares or debentures for subscription. So far so good. 
Unfortunately, however, the draftsman has attempted to kill two 
birds with one stone, and to make his definition restrictive as well 
as expansive, for he says that “prospectus” is to include any 
notice or advertisement offering shares or debentures for public 
subscription, his intention obviously being that the provisions 
of the Bill with regard to prospectuses shall not apply to a 
private issue. This is an entirely wrong use of a ‘Teftnition 
clause. If an Act of Parliament relating to horses says that the 
expression “horse” includes a mule or a donkey, it is clear 
that this does not prevent the Act from applying to horses, and 
if an Act of Parliament says that “‘ prospectus” includes a 
notice offering shares for public subscription, the logical sequence 
is that every prospectus in the ordinary sense of the word is 
within the operation of the Act, whether it offers shares for 
public or for private subscription. The blunder is quite in- 
excusable, because when the Bill was originally framed by the 
Board of Trade Committee in 1895, the definition clause said 
that “ prospectus” was to include any notice or advertisement 
offering for subscription or sale any shares or debentures of a 
company, while the application of the Act to private issues was 
excluded by sub-clause 4 of clause 14, which declared that the 
provisions of the section with regard to prospectuses should not 
apply to any circular or notice inviting private subscriptions 

y- This is the proper way of drafting an Act of Parliament. 


Tue Covert for the Consideration of Crown Cases Reserved had 
to decide an important question on the admissibility of evidence 


deference to the minority of the eight judges who com 

court, the question was not one of very great difficulty, y—= 
looked at broadly and with care not to get lost in a maze of y 
dent, or to confuse a question of legal admissibility with one q 
weight which should be given toa _— of evidence. In this 
the prisoner was alleged to have fraudulently passed a ny 
of cheques drawn upon a bank with which he had had an ag 
some years before. The account was actually alive, for there 
a sum of a few shillings still standing to his credit, but nof 
had been paid in or drawn out for years. The prisoner 
tried upon an indictment charging him with obtaining 

the false pretence that one of these cheques was a good and 
order for the payment of money. He was acquitted. § 
sequently he was tried upon another similar indictment y 
regard to another of the cheques, and evidence was tené 
as to his dealing with the cheques forming the subj 
matter of the first indictment. The admissibility of ¢ 
evidence was disputed, but the recorder overruled 
objection, and the prisoner was convicted. The 
has now confirmed that conviction; but not unanimo 
Now, apart from the fact that the evidence tendered had} 
used at a former trial, it seems to have been clearly admisg 
on the principle laid down in the well-known case of Ry,qy we Strang 
Francis (L. R. 2 O. O. R. 128), in order to shew that the prisoumm #8 P8Y™° 
had a guilty knowledge of the quality of his act, and did not oe, 
under any mistake or by accident, but was pursuing a fraudu mualtered | 
course of conduct. The chief ground, however, for objecting fine withir 
the evidence wasthat it had already been used against the pris 
and that he had been acquitted, and therefore the same evid 
could not be used to put him in peril a second time, 7 
flaw in this argument lies in the fact that at the second trialé 
issue was entirely different from that at the first trial. 1 
principle of autrefois acquit has no bearing on the subject. 
the first trial the jury did not find a special verdict, merely ae. 
general one of “Not guilty.” They did not, therefore, necessary ##formati 
negative the allegation that there had been a false pretens 

for their verdict was justified by a finding that the prose! 
had parted with his money owing to some other inducer TaE DECI 
not laid as a false pretence. Of course, the prisoner could mip, 572) add 
be put on his trial again in respect of the same cheque, but wha “sttlemen 
his dealing with another cheque becomes the matter of anotht i mb-section 
indictment, there seems to be no good reason why the second juy i the section 
should not consider a question upon which the first had xa as was poir 
no opinion. A good illustration was given by one of the judgagl 6M; 1899, 
If a man be charged with uttering a counterfeit half-crown, Wit any vol 
may escape by persuading the jury that he may have receivedi—™ however, t 
innocently in the course of business, and passed it innocentpgQ B.D. | 
If, after being acquitted, however, it is discovered that he pass father to 
another counterfeit coin cast in the same mould, on the trialit@§ later to 
uttering this second coin, surely the fact that he had passed tis settlemer 
first would be admissible to shew his guilty knowledge? Ifmh tiem by th 
we are landed in something like an absurdity. Where guilfMitht the 
knowledge is of the essence of an offence, the tendency of iM being pres 
court seems to be more and more towards latitude in admittia i purpose of 
evidence which goes to prove that knowledge. that is, M d 
ume othe: 


peyment ir 
requires t 
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perealed ths 
nents subs 





Tue Granp Commirrzz on Trade have made a commencemtl 
with the Companies Bill, and at the sitting on Tuesday the fi 
six clauses were discussed. The first clause extends the provisil 
at the end of section 18 of the Companies Act, 1862, and er 
that a certificate of incorporation given by the registrar shall! 
conclusive evidence that all the requisitions of the Compam 
Act ‘“‘in respect of registration and of matters hi ocedent 
and incidental thereto” have been complied with. 
registrar is empowered to at a sufficient evident 
of compliance “a statutory d tion by a solicitor 
the High Court engaged in the formation of the company,” By fowell 
by a director or secretary. The committee declined to accept om 
amendment proposed by Mr. Gzpcz omitting the words “‘ engag® ieee 
in the formation of the company,” though it would be "Hig » 
desirable to have them modified so as to secure that the sole yy 4 
who makes the declaration shall not be deemed to admit that Wg, 4...) 
is a promoter. gk acme with regard to clauses 2 anl#ia 


however, h 
not constit 
conveyance 
the donee. 
donee wil! 
wttlement 
Nesive thi 





in the case of Reg. v. Ollis (reported elsewhere). But, with 


were not a little singular. use 2 is intended to secure * . 
a company shall only carry on the business of a chemist WEgy,, do 
a duly qualified manager or assistant, and clause 3 prohibite#§ py a 
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y from carrying on the profession or business of a doctor, 
je. These clauses, which were introduced in the House | of 
Jona, are certainly not germane to the general reform of 

y law, and Mr. Rrronrz was prepared to lighten the Bill 
Picowing them over. The committee, however, were not 

to see the Bill cut up in this manner, and the 
dauses were retained. In themselves they seem to furnish 
y ground for objection. Olauses 4 and 5 deal with 
the appointment and qualification of directors. Under clause 4 
gdirector named in the articles or in a prospectus will be bound 
psy for his qualification shares, and he will, it would seem, be 

from making use for this purpose of any fully-paid 
ares issued to him as vendor. Sir A. Hickman proposed to 
nolify the clause in this respect, but his proposal was defeated, 
ir. Rrrcure stating that the taking of shares in payment 
fr a business would be held to be equivalent to a 
pyment in cash. This is obviously a statement which 
mquires to be received with great caution, and it certainly 
fumished no ground for the rejection of Sir A. Hioxman’s very 
muonable amendment. Of course the sale of the business may 
leso arranged that the issue of the shares shall be equivalent 
apayment in cash, but the doctrine is a risky one and has 
jen more than once condemned by Lord Hatssury. Clause 5 
ywaltered so as to extend from one month to two months the 
fme within which a director must obtain his qualification. 


me (suse 6 deals with allotment, and places restrictions on a com- 


going to allotment unless the minimum amount of capital 
gecified in the memorandum or articles, or named in the 
prospectus, has been subscribed. The discussion on the clause 
mrealed that it is doubtful whether it would extend to allot- 
ments subsequent tothe first allotment of shares, and it is 
ently to be expressly restricted so as to apply only upon 
formation of the company. 





Taz pgcrsion of the Court of Appeal in Re Plummer (ante, 
p. 872) adds a useful authority as to the meaning of the term 
“settlement ” in section 47 of the Bankruptcy Act, 1883. By 
mb-section 3 the word is defined to include for the purposes of 
the section ‘‘any conveyance or transfer of property,” and hence, 
was pointed out by Wricut, J., in Re Tankurd (47 W. R. 
64; 1899, 2-Q. B. 57) it would have been natural to extend it 
any voluntary alienation of property. A decision adverse, 

er, to so wide a construction was given in Re Player (15 
QB. D. 684), where it was held that a gift of money by a 
fither to his son, made for the purpose of enabling the 
latter to commence business on his own account, was not 
Stettlement within the section. The test suggested in that 
cae by the Divisional’ Court (Marnew and Cave, JJ.) was 
tht the property must be given with a view to its 
being preserved for the benefit of the donee. ‘“ The end and 
purpose of the thing,” said Cavz, J., ‘must be a settlement— 
that is, a disposition of property to be held for the enjoyment of 
sme other person.” But if the section is to be interpreted 
wording to the ordinary meaning of the word “ settlement” it 


sum Would be easy to go further than the mere requirement of the 
‘aie ended permanence of the property and to insist also upon 


ome restriction on the power of alienation of the donee. This, 
ever, has not been done. A settlement within the section is 


igh Mtconstituted by every gift of property, nor is it restricted to 


whveyances so made as to tie up the property for the benefit of 
thedonee. A gift of money which it is contemplated that the 
will at once apply to his own purposes is not a 
witlement, but a gift of shares on which the donee is to 
Motive the dividends (Re Player (No. 1), 2 Morrell, 261), or 
it jewellery which it is contemplated that the donee will 
p for her personal use, is a settlement. The latter 
int was decided in Re Vansittart (41 W. R. 32; 1898, 
1Q. B. 181), where a gift of diamonds had been made by 
thusband to his wife.. Although no restriction was placed on 
the donee’s power of alienation, yet there was, according to the 
ent of Vauenan Wit114ms, J., that intention on the part of 

or that the thing should be preserved for the enjoyment 
donee, which was made the test of a settlement in Re 
Player (15 Q. B. D. 682); and a like decision was given by 
Wateur, J., in Re Tankard (supra), notwithstanding his criticism 





on the vagueness of the test. In the present case of Re Plummer 
the soundness of the test was r ized. There were, said 
Lord Atverstonz, M.R., two lines of cases—(1) if a gift of 
money was intended to be invested in something which could be 
subsequently traced, it constituted a settlement ; (2) if a gift of 
money was not intended to be so invested there was no settlement. 
Hence, where a father had paid money for the purpose of 
extricating a company from financial difficulty and of securing 
the transfer of the business to his son, it was held, as in Re 
Player, that there was no settlement, and the trustee in the 
father’s bankruptcy had no claim under section 47. 





UnpEr sxction 51 of the Companies Act, 1862, a special 
resolution is required to be passed by a three-fourths majority 
of the members present at the meeting, and, “ unless a poll is 
demanded by at Teen five members, a declaration of the chair- 
man that the resolution has been carried shall be deemed con- 
clusive evidence of the fact, without proof of the number or 
proportion of the votes recorded in favour of or against the 
same.” The use of the word “‘ conclusive ” seems to be a pretty 
clear indication that the declaration of the chairman is to be 
final, and that, whatever the real facts may be, no evidence in 
refutation of his declaration is admissible. In Young v. South 
African, §c., Syndicate (Limited) (44 W. R. 509; 1896, 2 Ch. 
268), however, Kzxewicu, J., allowed less force to the word, 
and practically treated it as equivalent to ‘‘sufficient.” 
“What is meant,” he said, “is that primarily the declara- 
tion of the chairman is sufficient, without proof. of number 
or proportion of votes. That is a reasonable construction, 
and does not mean that it is conclusive if the evidence 
shews that the number and proportion of the votes was in 
fact not proper. To hold otherwise would enable a chairman 
to make a fraudulent declaration, if he so wished, without 
check. . . . In my opinion the decision of the chairman does 
not prevent my inquiring how far the provisions of the Act 
have been complied with.” But this reasoning, however worthy 
of attention if it were a question of framing the section afresh, 
can hardly prevail against the word which the Legislature has in 
fact used, and it has been disregarded by Cozzns-Harpy, J., in 
Re Hadleigh Castle Gold Mines (Limited) (ante, p. 575). There 
an extraordinary resolution for volun winding op had, 
according to the chairman’s declaration, passed by the 
requisite majority. In a petition for ye grey | winding up it 
was alleged that the requisite majority had not in fact voted in 
its favour, but Cozzens-Harpy, J., declined to allow the declara- 
tion of the chairman to be impeached. “Conclusive” he 
considered to be a clear word, and he held that it ought not to 
be reduced to the meaning of “ sufficient,” a word which is used 
with regard to ordinary resolutions in article 42 of Table A. In 
thus departing from the decision of Kexewrcn, J., the learned 
judge was assisted by the fact that in Re Gold Co, (11 Ch. D. 
701) a resolution for voluntary winding up was held to be valid, 
although upon the figures given the requisite three-fourths 
majority was not in fact obtained. Out of seventeen share- 
holders attending the meeting, eleven voted for the winding up, 
two against it, and four did not voteatall. Though in that case 
the point does not not seem to have been expressly argued, the 
result furnished Cozzns-Harpy, J., with just the support he 
wanted in reverting to the correct meaning of “ conclusive.” 





Ture cAN be little doubt as to the correctness of the decision 
of the Court of Appeal in Crossfield v. Tanian, an appeal under 
the Workmen’s Compensation Act heard last week, although it 
involved what Vavenan Wrttiams, L.J., somewhat happily 


described as ‘‘interlinear legislation.” The point involved was 
the interpretation of the following words in clause 12 of the first 
schedule to the Act: ‘Any weekly payment may be reviewed 
at the request either of the employer or of the workman, and on 
such review may be ended, diminished, or increased . . .” 
The employers in the present case applied for a review of the 
weekly payment awarded some nine months before to an injured 
workman. It was admitted that no new circumstance had arisen 
since the award was made. The application appears to have 
been made with the object of ena the yoo me to in- 
troduce evidence as to the wages of the at the 
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time of the accident, which had rightly been rejected at the 
original hearing owing to the employer’s answer to the claim 
having been filed out of time. The clause above quoted is 
silent as to the circumstances under which an application for a 
review may be made; construed without gloss or ‘interlinea- 
tion” it would enable a review to be had at any time and with- 
out any change of circumstances having taken place since the 
award was made. Such an intention cannot reasonably be 
ascribed to the Legislature: it would have the effect of 
abrogating the rule as to res judicata with regard to proceedings 
under the Act, and would enable either party by a frequent 
repetition of vexatious proceedings-to endeavour to force his 
opponent to assent to his terms. A. L. Surrn and Romer, L.JJ., 
accordingly took the view that the clause must be restricted to 
cases in which a change of circumstances had taken place, and 
this will commend itself to most lawyers, though it is unfortunate 
that such an obvious limitation of the power to review did not 
suggest itself to the draftsman of the Act. VavaeHan WILLIAMs, 
L.J., does not appear to have formally dissented, but he 
questioned the advisability of introducing such an important 
interlineation into the words of the clause. 





Tue Court or Arrxat last Monday, in sending the action of 
Isaac v. Evans back for trial, gave a decision upon an important 
point of procedure. The action, unlike the case of Fletcher v. 
London and North-Western Railway Co. (40 W. R. 182; 1892, 
1 Q. B, 122), which was an action for damages for personal 
injuries before Wricut, J., was an action belonging to the 

Division. One of the two parties to a mining joint- 
adventure sued the other for a declaration that the latter was his 
trustee of one moiety of the alleged partnership property, and 
for other equitable relief. The defendant having pleaded the 
Statute of Frauds, and the plaintiff's counsel having opened his 
case in accordance with the facts on his instructions, Farwe11, J., 
at once dismissed the action on the point of law. No evidence was 
taken nor did the plaintiff's counsel consent to the non-suit. 
The case was sufficiently argued in the Appeal Court to shew 
that parol evidence was necessary to test the alleged partnership, 
and in its absence the court naturally declined to base a decision 
= insufficient materials. It is noteworthy that Cotxis, L.J., 
while admitting as binding the authority above mentioned and 
without formally dissenting from the Master of the Rolls, 
expressed his regret at having to join in remitting the particular 
action for trial. His grounds for that regret, if we may respect- 
fully say so, do not seem to take the case out of the principle that 
in an equity suit dealing with such questions as partnership, 
part performance, and implied trusteeship the evidence should 
at least be heard by a judge before summarily non-suiting the 
plaintiff without his counsel’s consent. Whatever the ultimate 
resalt may be, it must, we think, be said (as Esner, M.R., said 
of Wricut, J’s., decision) that ‘the learned judge struck too 
soon.” It would not be difficult in many a case to prove post 
eventum that public time had been wasted by the taking of 
evidence ; but the question is one of a balance of convenience in 
the interests of justice. As Riany, L.J., says, “As a general 
rule, thé time that is wasted in discussions whether the witnesses 
should be called, and the almost inevitable disputes that arise 
when evidence has not been given, more than counterbalance 
any advantage to be gained by deciding a case at'the trial upon 
a preliminary point of law.” 


Tue new volume of Civil Judicial Statistics for 1898, edited 
by Master Macnonztt, O.B., well repays careful examination. 
The statistics supplied are for the year 1898, and, in a few 
instances only, for 1899. The tables relating to the county 
courts merit special notice. They indicate a steady, though not 
very large, increase of business in those courts. Thus, while in 
1897 the total number of plaints entered amounted to 1,119,420, 
in 1898 4 total number was attained of 1,156,642, thus raising 
the annual average for the years 1894-1898 to 1,134,781°6. 
Of actions and interpleaders actually remitted from the High 
a in the year 1898 the number is 1,674, as against 1,516 in 





under the Workmen’s Oompensation Act, 1897, and th 
Employers’ Liability Act, 1880, under the first-named Act thar 
were 178 arbitrations in county courts and 163 memorandy 
registered, and under the latter Act a total number of 68] 
cases. Of appeals from the county courts the numbe 
(never very large) seems to have somewhat dimini 
and the annual average for the period 1894 to 1898 is now 
133°4. With regard to judgment debtors, we notice that w 
the number of persons imprisoned in 1898 is rather less thay 
the average for the period 1894-1898, it is slightly in excess of 
the total for 1897, the respective figures for these two year 
being 7,729 and 7,808. No department of county court juris. 
diction is, we believe, administered with greater care anj 
anxiety than that conferred by the Debtors Act, 1869. It iy 
notorious that committal orders are only made, as a last 
resource, in extreme cases—that is to say, where it is apparent 
to the court that the refusal to satisfy a judgment debt is not 
the result of want of means but contumacious. To decling 
under any circumstances to commit obstinate debtors to prison 
would, we believe, be injurious to our industrial population by 
forcing tradesmen, in self-defence, to substitute cash paymenty 
for the credit system now prevailing, and which alone ca 
adequately meet the requirements of the wage-earning classes, 
Of committals for contempt of court there were, it may be of 
interest to record, 22 in 1897 and 23 in 1898. 








THE PROTECTION OF VENDOR’S SHARES BY 
FILED CONTRACTS. 


Tue judgment of Kexewion, J., in Re Archibald D. Dawny 
(Limited) Me sete elsewhere) is the latest example of the 
perpetual litigation which section 25 of the Companies Ad, 
1867, with its unnecessary and highly inconvenient provision, is 
the occasion. The object of the section is to secure a means of 
ascertaining to what extent the shares of a company are issued m 
fully paid up, and this object, as is well known, is sought to be 
attained by requiring the filing of a written contract relating t 
shares so issued. To make the section efficient it should be 
possible for any person looking at the list of shareholders ani 
at the filed contract to identify at once the shares which have 
been issued under the contract, and a passage in the judgment 
of Mutuisu, L.J., in Pritchard's case (L. R. 8 Ch., p. 961), where 
this was pointed out, led to the notion that the contract ought 
to specify the denoting numbers of the shares. But suchs 
mode of identification, though very convenient, is not required 
by the section, and it has been several times held that the 
allottee of the shares is entitled to prove by evidence outside 
the contract that his shares are within the protection of the 
contract. In Re Buenos Ayres, §c., Railway Co. (W. N. 1875, 
59) Jzsszt, M.R., referring to the doubt raised by Pritchard's 
casé, said he could see no reason for it. The holders of shares, 
he pointed out, which were not paid in cash had thrown o 
them the burden of proving that their shares had been issued 
in pursuance of “a contract duly made in writing and filed with 
the registrar of joint-stock companies at or before the issue of 
such shares”; and for the purpose of discharging themselves 
from this burden it might be convenient that the contract should 
specify the shares and the names of the allottees as suggested; 
but there was nothing in the Act to render such specifica- 
tion absolutely necessary. Similarly, in Re Delia Syndicate 
(Limited) (30 Oh. D.,p. 155) Pearson, J., agreed that it would have 
more effectively carried out the intention of the Legislature if 
the section had been fuller and had required the numbers of the 
shares to be specified. But he said that he could find no 
provision to that effect in the Act, and hé had no right to make 
the burden on the company or the shareholder more onerous 
than the Legislature had made it. These decisions were 
followed by Romer, J., in Elsner and Macarthur’s case (44 W. B 
361; 1895, 2 Oh. 759). 

While, however, the filed contract need not specify the 
denoting numbers of the shares which are to be issued under it, 
yet the onus lies upon the allottee to shew that his particular 
shares are protected by the contract, and, unless he is careful 
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cattiously subscribed the memorandum of association for 
shares which he intends to take as fully paid up. Under 
these circumstances, attempts have been made on several 
owasions to take advantage of the Companies Act, 1898, 
for the purpose of supplementing the filed contract by 
a fresh contract or memorandum; but though such attempt 
gueceeded before OozEns-Harpy, J., in Re Whitehead & Brothers 
(Limited) (1900, 2 Oh. 804), it failed before Romer, J., in Re 
Jarvis Co. (Limited) (47 W.R. 186; 1899, 1 Oh, 193) and it 
has now failed again before Kexewion, J., in Re Archibald D. 
Dawnay (Limited), In Re Jarvis & Co. a company was formed to 
take over Jarvis’s business, and Jarvis signed the memorandum 
of association for 6,500 shares of £1 each. The company was 
registered on the 4th of October, 1897, and on the 8th of October 
a contract in writing between Jarvis and the company was 
executed, by which Jarvis agreed to sell his business to the 
company in consideration of £6,500 payable by the allotment to 
him of 6,500 fully-paid shares of £1 each. The agreement was 
filed on the 4th of November, and on the 11th of November the 
6,500 shares mentioned therein were allotted to Jarvis and a 
certificate for them was issued. No other shares were ever 
applied for or issued to Janvis. Practically there was no doubt 
that the shares so allotted as fully paid up were intended to be 
the shares for which the memorandum of association was signed, 
but even if the identity could be assumed to be proved, the 
decision of the Court of Appeal in Dalton Time Lock Co, v. 
Dalton (66 L. T. 704) prevented the filed contract from operatin 
as a sutficient protection. According to the case just cited al 
shares which are subscribed for on the memorandum of associa- 
tion are deemed to be issued within the meaning of section 25 
immediately upon registration of the company, and they cannot 
therefore be protected by a contract with the company, which 
must necessarily be filed after the registration. In Re Jarvis & 
Co. (Limited), there were consequently two distinct sets of 
shares ; the 6,500 which were hypothetically issued under the 
memorandum of association, and as to which there was at the 
hypothetical time of issue no contract at all other than a 
contract to take them; and the 6,500 which were actually 
issued after the formation of the company and which 
were fully protected by a filed contract. Under these 
circumstances Romer, J., held that the latter set of shares 
could not be identified with the former, and that, there being 
a sufficient contract filed in respect of the latter set, Jarvis 
could not make use of the Act of 1898 for the purpose of ascer- 
taining what liability he was under in respect of the former set. 
It is to be noticed that in Re Jarvis & Co. ( Limited) the capital 
of the company was £30,000 divided into 30,000 £1 shares, so 
that there was no difficulty in the company allotting to Jarvis 
both sets of shares. In this respect Re Whitehead § Brothers 
(Limited) (supra) is distinguishable, though it is very doubtful 
whether the difference is sufficient to account for the opposite 
decision arrived at by Cozmns-Harpy, J. In Re Whitehead & 
Brothers the certificate of incorporation was dated the 9th 
of August, 1870. The company was formed with a capital 
of £130,000 divided into 1,300 £100 shares to acquire the 
business of R. R. Wuirznzav. R. R. Wurreneap subscribed 
the memorandum of association for 1,068 shares, and the remain- 
ing 232 shares were also subscribed for on the memorandum. 
By an agreement in writing, executed on the 21st of October, 
1870, and filed on the 27th of October, R. R. Wuirenxap sold 
his business to the company for £130,000, of which £106,800 
was to be satisfied by the issue of 1,068 fully paid-up shares. 
Shares to this amount were allotted to R. R. Wuirengap after 


the filing of the agreement, and all the other shares in the | - 


company were issued and paid up. Under these circumstances 
it was impossible for the 1,068 shares issued under the agree- 
ment to be other than the 1,068 shares for which R. R. Wurrs- 
HEAD signed the memorandum of association, and Oozzns- 
y, J., held that the case was a proper one for the ting 
of relief under the Act of 1898. fe directed, therefore, the 
filing of a memorandim expressing that the 1,068 fully-paid 
shares issued to R. R. WurrgnEap were in satisfaction of the 
sum of £106,800, part of the purchase-money of the business, 
and prefaced the order with a recital that the 1,068 shares 
referred to in the agreement were the shares for which R. R. 
Witrmnxap subscribed the memorandum of association. 








But although in Re Whitehead § Brothers (Limited) there could 
be no doubt as to the identity of the two sets of shares so far as 
concerned the intention of the parties, yet there were the same 
technical difficulties in the way of their identification as were 
pointed out by Romer, J.,in Re Jarvis § Co, (supra). The 
shares for which R. R. WuITEHEaD subscribed the memorandum 
of association were (hypothetically) issued to him when the 
company was on and he at the same date took them 
subject to an absolute liability to pay for themincash. This 
liability, therefore, he could not avoid by subsequently agreeing 
to sell to the company property in consideration of the 
issue of the same number of paid-up shares. The point 
has again arisen in Re Archibald D, Dawnay (Limited). There 
the company was incorporated on the 7th of August, 1897, 
with a capital of £75,000 in 7,500 £10 shares to acquire the 
business of Arncarpatp D. Dawnay. Mr. Dawnay signed the 
memorandum of association for 4,069 shares which he intended 
to take as fully paid up in payment for the business and also for 
200 further shares, which he paid for in cash. An agreement 
was executed on the 11th of August and filed on the 13th of 
August under which part of the consideration for the sale of the 
business was to be £40,690 to be satisfied by the allotment of 
paid-up shares to that amount, the rest of the consideration 
being the undertaking of liabilities. Shortly after the filing of 
the agreement the 4,069 shares referred to in it were allotted to 
the vendor. Besides these shares, the only shares issued were the 
200 taken by the vendor and paid for in cash, 231 further shares 
subscribed for on the memorandum, and one other share, It was 
thus clear, as in Re Whitehead § Brothers, that the shares issued 
under the contract must have been intended to be the same as 4,069 
of the shares for which the vendor subscribed the memorandum of 
association, and Kexewicn, J., had to decide whether he could 
follow Cozzns-Harpy, J., in making this a ground for distin- 
guishing the cases from Re Jarvis § Co. He held, however, 
that he could not. The reasoning, indeed, of Re Jarvis is 
independent of any question of evidence as to the identification 
of the shares. Shares subscribed for on the memorandum of 
association are in their nature unfitted to be vendor’s shares. 
They are issued forthwith on incorporation and are payable in 
cash, and no subsequent trausactions can alter that tn tg But 
while the strict view taken by Kexewicn, J., is probably more 
correct than the convenient application of the Act of 1898 
sanctioned by Cozens-Harpy, 5 . in Re Whitehead & Brothers, 
it furnishes an additional reason, if any were needed, for 
repealing section 25, and substituting a provision which will 
insure a due record of all fully paid-up shares without exposing 
persons interested in companies to the hardships of which the 
section has been so fruitful. The Act of 1898 was only a 
measure of partial relief, and it affords no ground for delaying 
the repeal of the obnoxious section. 





THE SECOND YEAR’S APPEALS UNDER THE 
WORKMEN’S COMPENSATION ACT, 1897. 

Tue cases decided upon the Workmen’s Compensation Act, 
1897, during the last year, the second of its ation, are both 
numerous and important, and, if we may judge by the small 
number of appeals now pending, have done much to clear up 
many of the doubtful points to which the Act has given rise. 
However, as in a similar review of the first year’s operation of 
the Act (43 Soxicrrors’ Journat 583), it is proposed to deal with 
the cases on broad lines, rather looking for guiding priaciples 
than considering the cases in detail. 

Two cases in which judgment has lately been delivered in the 
House of Lords (the first appeals which have reached that 
tribunal) deserve prominent mention. 

One of these, Powell v. Main Colliery Co. (ante, p. 570, H. L. ; 
48 W.R. 534, C. A.) raised a point of supreme importance 
under section 2 of the Act, which has given rise to great 
difference of opinion, not only in this country, but also in 
Scotland and Ireland—namely, whether ‘‘ the claim for compen- 
sation,” which under that section must be made within six 
months, means a claim by initiation of legal p i in 
accordance with the Act—that is, by filing a request for arbitra- 
tion—or whether a notice by the workman that he claims 
compensation is sufficient. The House of Lords adopted the view 
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expressed by Romer, L.J., in his lucid dissentiont judgment 
ow, that any definite claim to be compensated would suffice 
to save the workman’s right of taking proceedings under the 
Act after the six months. Romer, L.J., pointed out that in order 
to construe “claim” as “initiation of proceedings” it was 
necessary to violate one of the first principles which 
govern the interpretation of a statute—namely, the principle 
that, where the words bear a reasonably plain meaning, that 
meaning should be adopted in preference to reading in other 
words by way of “‘interlinear legislation,” as VaucHan 
Wis, L.J., termed it in another case. It is the more 
surprising to find two members of the Court of Appeal neglect- 
ing this principle in this case since, in deciding previous cases 
under the Act, the same learned judges have constantly enun- 
ciated and acted upon it. Asa result of this decision there is 
no reason to fear unreasonable delay on the part of the workman 
in taking proceedings. Such delay could only prejudice his claim. 
If he should do so, there is nothing to prevent the employer 
himself from putting in motion the arbitration machinery. 

In this connection must be noticed the principle laid down in 
Wright v. John Bagnall § Sons (48 W. R. 533), that the failure 
to make a claim within the six months is not an absolute bar to 
subsequently initiating proceedings, since the arbitrator has 
jurisdiction to inquire into any matters which are alleged in bar 
of the employers raising the “ time” defence, and to give effect 
to the estoppel. This is very important in view of the fact that 
employers often informally recognize their liability by at once 
voluntarily paying compensation without any formal agreement 
to that effect, the question of the ultimate amount being left 
over. But though this decision may provide a loophole for the 
workman, it is a dangerous course for him to pursue, since the 
mere receipt of weekly payments without any agreement or 
admission as to liability to pay compensation under the Act does 
not bar the employer from raising the ‘‘time” defence: 
Kendall y. Hil?’s Dry Dock Co. (48 W.R. 530). The only safe 
course is to have a formal agreement in writing, and better still 
to have it drawn up and registered under the Act. 

The other important point which the House of Lords has had 
under its consideration is whether the principle laid down by the 
Court of Appeal in Simmons v. White (47 W. R. 513) and Davis 
v. Main Collery Co. (80 L. T. 674), for the determination of who 
are dependants within the meaning of the Act, is correct. The 
House, on appeal from the Court of Appeal’s decision in the 
latter case, approved the principle as enunciated in the court 
below, that the applicant must be to some extent dependent 
upon the deceased for some of the ordinary necessaries of life, 
and not merely deriving a benefit from his earnings, and that in 
each case it is a question of fact for the arbitrator: Main 
Colliery Co. v. Davis (109 L. T. Notes of Cases 168). 

It is a little curious, when one reflects how few defences are 
left open to the employer under the Act, that the defence that 
the injury or death was not the result of an “ accident ” within 
the meaning of the Act should not have been taken earlier. 
But it was raised for the first time in a group of cases decided 
at the beginning of the year: Hensey v. White, Lloyd v. Sugg, 
Walker v. Lilleshall (48 W. R. 257). There was, no doubt, 
an impression at first that ‘‘ accident’’ was used in such a wide 
sense that it would include practically every injury, however 
caused. But the Court of Appeal have now decided that the 
principle to be applied is the presence or absence cf something 
“fortuitous and unexpected,” the interference of something 
external. If the injury is caused by some fortuitous and external 
event it falls within the category of an accident. 

A series of very important cases have been decided under 
section 4 of the Act, dealing with the principle upon which 
the liability of contractors and sub-contractors is to be 
determined. This section is one of considerable difficulty, 
raising points peculiarly difficult of solution upon any general 
principles which may serve asa guide for future cases. Each 
case must always depend largely on its particular facts. The 
following propositions, however, are deducible from the cases, 
and will serve as a guide, and a useful, if not infallible, test of 
liability 


: (1) There may be more than one person engaged on 
the work fulfilling the position of an undertaker: Jason v. 


Dean (48 W. RB. 353). (2) If two or more persons are each 
engaged substantially on a separate part of the work, that 





is, are in direct contractual relation with the principal, bg 
he building owner or anyone else, each of them ig ap 
undertaker, and responsible solely for accidents to his ow, 
workmen: Mason v. Dean (supra). (3) But if the relation 
between the persons engaged upon the work is that of contractor 
and sub-contractor, the contractor alone is the undertaker with. 
in section 4 and primarily liable for all accidents: Cass v. Butler 
(48 W. R. 309). (4) The particular work upon which the 
workman is engaged has nothing to do with the question of 
liability if the employment of the undertaker is within the Act: 
Mason v. Dean (per Cottins, L.J.). (5) The right of the under. 
taker to an indemnity under the proviso of section 4 is not ¢o- 
extensive with his liability. Although the contractor is not an 
employer within the Act, the undertaker will still be liable t 
compensate the workman, but not entitled to an indemnity unlegg 
the contractor is liable to the workman independently of the 
Act. This is well illustrated by the case of Cooper v. Davenport 
(ante, p. 311, 16 T, L. R. 266) where indemnity was refused. 

Appeals from decisions as to what constitutes serious and wilful 
misconduct on the part of the workman have, during the last 
year, been conspicuous by their absence. This, no doubt, arises 
from the Court of Appeal having consistently refused to interfere 
with such decisions if there was any evidence upon which they 
could be arrived at, on the ground that it is a pure question of 
fact in each case. 

But there have been some interesting and instructive cases 
upon section 7. In Fenn v. Miller (48 W. R. 369) the Court of 
Appeal were unsuccessfully invited to extend the principle laid 
down in Powell vy. Brown (47 W. R. 145) and Lowth v. Lbbotem 
(47 W. R. 506), that the word “‘ about ” must be confined to its 
local sense and implies a ‘certain physical contiguity.” In 
Fenn v. Miller they reversed the county court judge who had 
awarded compensation to a workman who was injured in the 
process of bringing water in a cart for building operations while 
at a considerable distance away. In the case of Haddock y, 
Humphreys (48 W. R. 292) the principle was even slightly 
narrowed down, since it was held that even physical contiguity 
is not decisive. In that case the place where the workman was 
injured was physically contiguous and in close proximity to the 
“dock,” but it was structurally separate and under different 
control, being leased to persons who used it for other than dock 
purposes. In these circumstances the accident was held not to 
have occurred ‘‘about” a dock. In this connection the case 
of Francis v. Turner Brothers (48 W. R. 228) is worth passing 
notice, where it was held that the undertaker must be the 
occupier of the factory upon which the accident occurs, and is 
not therefore liable to his workman for injuries sustained by 
him while working upon another man’s factory, although he 
is about his master’s business. 

There have been strenuous endeavours to get the court to 
apply a principle of interpretation to section 7 which would 
result in including in the word “dock,” not only what it 
includes in its popular acceptation, but everything for the time 
being within it, ships, barges, &c. But the Court of Appeal 
has consistently refused to so extend the meaning of the word. 
It has held that if machinery on a dock is being used to load 
or unload a ship, the dock is a factory within the Act. Butif 
the machinery is on the ship, and unloading is going on onto 
the dock, or the loading or unloading is proceeding from the 
ship into a lighter or vice versd, the ship or lighter do not 
constitute part of the dock so as to make the Act apply. 

The main principle which should govern the assessment of 
weekly payments under Schedule I. was clearly stated and 
finally settled in a case decided late last year: Chandler v. Smith 
(1899, 2 Q. B. 506). The determining factor is to be the relative 
wage-earning capacity before and after the accident. This 
obviously does not depend merely upon thr difference between 
the workman’s wages before and after the accident. The 
question is, Has his “market value” depreciated? As was 
pointed out in Chandler v. Smith, this cannot always be 
ascertained at once, if the workman continues on with the same 
employer, who may, for reasons of his own, give him the same, 
or even a higher wage, after the accident. Where this is the 
case the workman should get a declaration of the employer's 
liability and the case should be adjourned until the workman 
again has to compete in the market for employment, whea #@ 
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sate of facts will arise upon which an assessment can be made, 
ifthe workman applies under rule 12 of Schedule I. for a review 
of the assessment. 

A second principle of assessment is that if a workman has 
been Jess than two weeks in the service of his employer he is 
not within the purview of the Act at all: Lysons v. Knowles (48 
W. R. 408), Stwart v. Nixon (1b. 407). 














A very difficult question of assessment, which arises upon a 
consideration of the provisions of Schedule I. (1) (4) and (2) is 
whether clause (2), which provides that in fixing the amount of 
a weekly payment regard is to be had to the difference between 
the average weekly earnings of the workman before the accident 
and the average he can earn after it, has the effect of cutting 
down the maximum, 50 per cent. of his average weekly earnings, 
which can be awarded under clause 1 (4). Ina county court 
case which was not appealed, Russell v. Holme, the judge 
held that the right principle was to divide the Joss between 
employer and employed, and as the workman had earned £2 
before and only 30s. after the accident, he awarded him 5s. 
But this principle was disapproved by the Court of Appeal in 
lMingworth v. Walmsley (1900, 2 Q. B. 142), where it was decided 
that the only absolute limit to compensation is fixed by clause 
1(b). This may apparently result in the workman getting more 
after the accident than before. 

A few points of practice remain to be noticed. In the case of 
llingworth v. Walmsley (supra) the court held that it was not 
open to the appellant to raise a point on appeal when the judge 
below had refused to allow him to amend his answer under 
rule, 7 (1) in order to raise that very point. Then in Daniel v. 
Ocean Coal Co, (1900, W. N. 109) it was settled that the 
arbitrator’s discretion as to ordering investment of compensation 
moneys under clauses 4 to 7 of Schedule I. applies to cases in 
which the application is made by the legal personal representa- 
tive of the workman, so as to give the arbitrator jurisdiction to 
order the money allotted to the dependants to be paid to the 
registrar for investment on their behalf. 

The important cases with regard to the limit of time for com- 
mencing proceedings have been already considered. The point 
as to the effect on subsequent proceedings of omission to give 
due notice of the accident where the employer does not plead 
the defect in bar, is disposed of by Osborn v. Vickers 
(1900, 2 Q. B. 91), which decides that the workman cannot take 
advantage of his own omission to refuse to submit himself for 
medical examination as provided by clause 3 of the first 
Schedule, and the judge has no jurisdiction to impose terms 
upon the employer as a condition of ordering the workman to 
submit to such examination. 

The doubts which have been expressed in some quarters (see 
MeNicholas v. Dawson, 47 W. R. 500) as to whether an appeal 
would lie from the Court of Appeal to the House of Lords, toe, 
&8 we anticipated, proved quite unfounded, since, as we have 
seen, two cases have been taken to and decided by that’ House. 








REVIEWS. 
THE LAW OF COMPENSATION. 


A TREATISE ON THE PRINCIPLES OF THE Law or CoMPENSATION. 
By C, A. Cripps, Q.C., M.A., B.C.L. Fourrs Ebirion. 
Stevens & Sons (Limited). 

The excellence of the drafting of the Lands Clauses Act, 1845, is 
& matter of frequent remark, and probably there is no statute 
dealing with so important a subject which has required such slight 
amendment by subsequent statutes. None the less the operation of 
the Act has been productive of great litigation, and there has 
accumulated a great mass of case law which it is essential for the 
practitioner to have ready access to, On some matters, as with 
tegard to costs payable by the company under section 80, the 
reported decisions are in point of number out of all Seay to the 
a of the principles involved, and it would be very desirable 
if, by rules or otherwise, they could be got rid of. On other points, 
notably as to the conditions upon which compensation can 
claimed under section 68 for the injurious affecting of lands, the 
cases, such as Picket v. Metropolitan Railway Co. (L. R. 2 H. L, 175), 
Metropolitan Board of Works v. McCarthy (L. R. 7 H. L. 243), 
Hammersmith Railway Co. v. Brand (L, R, 4 H. L. 171), and Caledonian 
Railway Co. v. Walker's Trustees (7 App. Cas. 259), have established 
principles of great importance, not to be found explicitly stated in the 





Act itself, which materially restrict the a of compensation. Mr. 
Cripps has done good servicein arranging and expounding the decisions, 
and the successive editions of his work which bave been called for shew 
that his work has been appreciated by the profession. The present 
edition does not differ materially from the a one, but it has been 
brought up to date by the addition of the recent cases, and the 
Appendix of Statutes has been increased by the inclusion of various 
statutes to which the operation of the law of compensation requires 
recourse. The Lands Clauses Act itself is printed in extenso in the 
appendix, and the notes give references to the leading decisions on it. 
It would be a convenience if references were also inserted to the 
es of the text of the work. There is a good 
collection of p ents, and the table of cases gives references to the 
various series of reports. The book forms a very useful guide to the 
law regulating the acquisition of land for public purposes. 


corresponding 





METROPOLITAN BOROUGHS. 


THE BorovucHs oF THE METROPOLIS: A HANDBOOK TO LOCAL 
ADMINISTRATION IN LONDON UNDER THE LONDON GOVERNMENT 
Act, 1899. By ALBERT Basserr Hopkins, M.A., Barrister-at- 
Law. Bemrose & Sons (Limited). 


This is one of the best of the books which have recently appeared 


| on this subject. In an introduction Mr. _— gives a short history 


of London local government from the days of the chaos which 
— before the passing of the Metropolis Management Act, 1855, 
own to the passing of the Act of last session. The history is 
accurate and concise ; perhaps a little too much space is given to the 
recommendations of the “ unification commission” which bore uo 
fruit. The notes to the sections of the Act are useful and on the 
whole adequate : they must have cost the writer an infinity of labour. 
The — _ : followed by the plain text tees oy — of es 
—a distinctly useful arrangement. In an ap i e incorpora’ 
enactments are given; here we should have preferred the actual 
language of the enactments themselves instead of that 
altered by the author so as to apply to the London boroughs; the 
alterations are, however, indicated by italics and are y done. 
The index is good. 





CIVIL PROCEDURE IN INDIA. 


CoMMENTARIES ON THE PROCEDURE oF Crviz CoURTs IN BRITISH 
Inpi4. By Huxm Cuanp, M.A. Vou.1. Bombay. 


Mr. Hukm Chand has already made a name for himself in legal 


| literature by his work on ‘‘ Res Judicata,” and his ‘‘ Commentaries 


on Civil Procedure in British India,” if the remaining volumes are 
equal in point of execution to the one that lies before us, will amply 
sustain his reputation as a legal writer. We have had occasion 
to refer frequently to this book, and have found it uniformly 
clear, accurate, and suggestive. The plan adopted is to follow closely 
the Code of Civil P. ure (No. 14 of 1882), with copious annotations 
of every word of importance in the various sections. The only 
criticisms that suggest themselves to us are that less use might be 
made of American, and more of English cases; that the somewhat 
bewildering juxtaposition of notes and lengthy footnotes might be 
ee and that the index might with advantage be very greatly 
enlarged. 





THE GERMAN MARITIME CODE. 


Tue ManritimE CopE oF THE GERMAN Emprre. Translated by 
W. ARNOLD. Effingham Wilson. 

This is a translation of the fourth book of the new German Mer- 
cantile Code, and it is in e way worthy of commendation. Mr. 
Arnold’s style is clear; he obviously understands German with a 
thoroughness which translators do not always exhibit, and he 
has a considerable knowledge both of English and of German 
mercantile law. We have, however, noticed one or two slips, or at 
least blemishes in point of translation. For instance, ‘‘ shipowner ” 
is not an ideal translation of ‘‘ rheder” (see article 474), and there is 
a difference between ‘‘ recht” and ‘‘ gesetz,” and other lapses from 
accuracy might be noted. But the book, as a whole, is an excellent 
one. 





BOOKS RECEIVED. 
Precedents of Deeds of Arrangement between Debtors and their 


Creditors, with Introductory ag eh also the Deeds of Arrange- 
ment Act, 1887 (Annotated), the of Arrangement Amendment 


be | Act, 1890, the Bankruptcy Act, 1890, s, 25, the Deeds of Arrangement 


Rules, 1888 and 1890, and Forms and Orders as to Fees; to which 
are added Sections of the Bankruptcy Acts, 1883 and 1890, and Rules 
and List of Forms ing to Statutory Arrangements. By Groncr 
Wooprorp Lawrance, M.A., Barrister-at-Law. Fifth Edition. By 
Arraur Lawrence, M.A., Barrister-at-Law. Stevens & Sons 
(Limited). Price 7s. 6d. 
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CORRESPONDENCE, 
STAMPS ON DEBENTURES. 
The following correspondence has been sent to us for publication : 


[cory.] 
Law Society’s Hall, Chancery-lane, W.C., March 21st, 1900. 

Dear Sir,— 

Stamps on Debentures. 

You will remember that in the year 1897 correspondence passed between 
the Commissioners of Inland Revenue and tbis rociety, and that the 
commissioners received a deputation on the subject of the additional stamp 
duty on debentures, having regard to the decision in the case of Rowell v. 
The Commissioners. The result was embodied in your letter to me of the 
16th October, 1897. Shortly stated, it was that companies should be 
allowed to pay the additional duty against a receipt specifying the deben- 
tures covered by the payment. This was to obviate the inconvenience of 
producing individual debentures. 

The Council are informed that in several cases extra duty has been paid 
on debentures pending the decision in the case of Knighi’s Deep v. The 
Commissioners, and that difficulty is experienced in obtaining return of duty, 
which, according to the last mentioned case, has been overpaid. It is not 

to produce individual debentures, and the Council hope that 
the commissioners will see their way to adopt an arrangement for the 
return of duty similar to that made when the extra duty had to be paid 
after the decision in Rowell v. The Commissioners.—I am, dear sir, yours 


thfully, E. W. Wii.iaMson. 
The Secretary, Inland Revenue. 


[cory.] 
Inland Revenue, Somerset House, London, W.C., June 22nd, 1900. 
1071 8. 1900. 

Sir,—Referring to your letter of the 21st March last as to the refund [sic] 
of stamp duty on debentures which in view of the decision in the case of 
Knight's Deep (Limited) v. Commissioners of Inland Revenue has been found to 
have been overpaid, I am directed by the Board of Inland Revenue to 
acquaint you that they have now been authorized by the Lords of the 
Treasury to waive the production of the debentures as a condition of 
repayment in all cases in which such production can be shewn to be 
practically impossible, provided that other satisfactory evidence can be 
produced. establishing the fact of payment of duty and the amount 
thereof.+-I am, sir, your obedient servant, 

E. W. Williamson, Esq. H. Bartuzrt, Assistant Secretary. 





THE LAND TRANSFER ACTS. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal. ] 


Sir,—Have any of your readers been able to overcome a difficulty 
which has occurred to us in the registration of a title under the Land 
Transfer Acts, and if so, how ? 

A client of ours purchases the equity of redemption to long lease- 
hold property which is mortga by demise for the whole term, less 
three days. If the mortgage been by assignment of the whole 
term, we apprehend that, as no legul estate would have been trans- 
ferred ye mortgagor, but only an equity of redemption, no 
registration under the d Transfer Acts would have been necessary, 
but the mortgage being by demise, the mortgagor has to transfer the 
legal estate in the last three days of the term outstanding which is 
vested in him. This legal estate he cannot transfer unless registered 
under the Land Transfer Acts. 

— taking the deed of assignment of the equity of redemption to 
the d Transfer Office, the authorities refuse to register it without 
production of the lease and mortgage of the property, so that those 
deeds may be marked with a notice that the land has been put upon 
the registry in case’of'a sale by the m ee under his power of 
sale. The mortgagee is satisfied with his title and refuses to produce 
his deeds or to allow them to be marked in the manner suggested. 
How is it possible for the purchaser of the equity of redemption to get 
the legal estate in the outstanding term in the face of the refusal of 
the registrar to register the deed except upon conditions which the 
purchaser cannot comply with ? 

Assuming the registrar has power to compel production of the 
lease’ and mortgage, has he any power to mark the deeds in the 
manner suggested, and are the costs of these proceedings to be 
another burden'to be borne by a purchaser under these Acts? 

EMMANUEL, RounD, & NATHAN. 

27, Walbrook, E.C. 








‘* A Queen’s Counsel” writes to the Times to complain of the delay in 
hearing , meg to the Privy Council. He instances two cases recently 
decided: Koer v. Das, in which the decision appealed against was pronounced 
pe Be High Court of Calcutta on the 10th of September, 1895. There was 
thus an interval of four years nine months and twelve days between the 
Caleutta judgment and its reversal at Westminster; while in Mody v. The 
Queen Assurance Co , the decision ——— against was guoncunced: by the 
thigh Cuurt of Judicature in Bombay on the 18th of December, 1894, 
Thete was thus an interval of five years six months and four days between 
the Bombay judgment and the date when the court at Westminster took 





CASES OF THE WEEK. 


Court of Appeal. 
LADY BATEMAN v. FABER. No 2. 3rd July. 
SErrLEMENT—OCoNneTRUCTION—MEANING oF ‘* INCOME.”’ 


This was an appeal from a decision of Kekewich, J., given on the,29th of 
November, 1899 (48 W. R. 165). By an indenture, dated the 26th of June, 
1867, the rents and profits of ceriain property were settled, subject toa 
_— trust for the security of a certain loan, upon Lady Bateman for her 

e. The deed, however, contained a proviso that if at any time Lady 
Bateman were to ‘‘ succeed to an income in her own right of £8,000 
or more perannum . . . then and in such case the trust”’ therein- 
before mentioned on her behalf was absolutely ‘‘ to cease and determine,” 
After the determination of the trust in favour of Lady Bateman, the 
property was to be held in trust for Lord Bateman. The latter subsequently 
mortgaged his interest to Andrew Montagu, who died on the 8th of 
October, 1895, leaving the defendant, G. D. Faber, his sole executor 
and residuary legatee. In 1886 Lady Bateman became entitled for 
life to certain other properties in Norfolk, Suffolk, and Middlesex. A 
question having arisen as to whether by her succession to these estates she 
had not become entitled to an income of £8,000 per annum, the present 
action was commenced by her against G. D. Faber, Lord Bateman, other 
defendants, claiming (inter alia) a declaration that she had not at any time 
since the execution of the indenture of 1867, succeeded to an ‘‘income’”’ 
of £8,000 per annum. On the trial of the action on the 27th ot June, 1897, 
it was ordered that an inquiry should be taken as to whether the plaintiff had 
at any time since the 3lst of December, 1885, succeeded to an income of 
£8,000. Aninquiry having been held in chambers, and tne respective parties 
having agreed that the accounts should be taken only for a single year— 
i.e., from the 11th of October, 1886, to the 11th of October, 1887, the master 
found that Lady Bateman’s ‘‘ income ’”’ for the year in question amounted 
only to £7,750 12s. It appeared that in arriving at this sum the master 
had excluded from the lady’s income certain payments for (1) tithes; (2) 
rent-charges under the Land I.provement Act, 1864; (3) voluntary abate- 
ments from tenants’ rents. All these, it was contended on behalf of the 
defendants, ought to be included under the head of ‘“‘income.’”’ It also 
appeared that the master had credited the plaintiff, in calculating her 
income, with nothing in respect of (4) Broome Hall, which she had 
formerly occupied; or in respect of (6) Oukley Park, except for a 
period of about half a year during which it had been actually let. 
This, again, according to the defendants, was wrong. The master 
had also credited the plaintiff with (6) only those copyhold fines 
which she had actually received during the year in question, The 
defendants maintained that an average ought to be taken for about 
the last eleven years. Kekewich, J., on a summons to vary, refused to 
interfere with the master’s finding. From this decision the defendants 
now appealed, and arguments were used on their behalf generally similar 
to those made use of in the court below. 


Tue Covet (Lord Atversrons, M.R., Ricgsy, and Couns, L.JJ.) 
ismissed the appeal. 


Lord Atverstronz, M.R.—I think it strange that a single year should 
alone have been taken as a basis for this account; but that course having 
once been adopted, we are not now justified in analyzing individual receipts 
and asking whether they might not have been greater or less in other 
years. I will add a few words of criticism of the account—taken for such 
one year: (1) First as to the question of tithes. There can, I think, be 
no reasonable doubt that, whether we look upon these as payable under 
the Tithe Act, 1891, or as part of the produce of the land, it is impossible, 
for the purposes of this proviso, to consider them as part of ‘‘ income.’’ 
(2) It is the same with the terminal charges. They were not created by 
Lady Bateman; and when she came into this property she already found 
the income from it charged by statute with this annual payment. (3) As 
to the question of allowances to tenants. If it were suggested that these 
allowances were merely charitable or gifts of bounty—if they had been 
made, for instance, in celebration of some great victory or because of the 
coming of age of a son—I should regard them as clearly a part of 
‘‘income.”’ But here, it is plain, they were made to maintain ordinary 
relations between a landlady and her tenants. It would be wrong to say 
that because Lady Bateman did not distrain for arrears, those arrears are 
therefore to be reckoned as a portion of her income. (4) As to Broome 
Hall, This presents more difficulty. Jf it had been shewn that Lady 
Bateman had been in occupation of this for the whole year, it might 
perhaps be that something ought to be allowed in respect of it which 
would bring us near the limit of £8,000. But there is really no material 
before us on which to upset the master’s finding. If we are to set 
aside the accounts, and charge a PS tree rent for property which 
was actually unoccupied, I think that proper material should have been 

uced at the time before the master. (5) As to Oakley Park. I con- 
ess that if I were dealing with this matter on the basis of an average of 
ears, I should take a different view. But as the accounts are limited 
y agreement to this particular year, I again see no sufficient reason for 
setting aside the master’s finding. (6) The copyhold fines must similarly 
stand or fall on the basis of the single year. 


Ricsy and Coxtuuws, L JJ., concurred.—Counsgt, Swinfen Eady, Q.C., 
Butcher, Q.C., and Brabant ; Warrington, Q C., and Beaumont. Soxicrroxss, 
Greenfield & Cracknall ; G. F. Hudson, Matthews, § Oo. 





time to consider ite judgment. 





[Reported by J. E. Monais, Barrister-at-Law. | 
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CROSSFIELD & SONS ». TANIAN. No. 1. 30th June. 


Master anp Szrvantr—Emptoygrs’ Liasrrry—Accrpsyt—OomPeEnsaTIon 
—Awarp—APpPpLicaTION TO Review WeskLy PayMENT—ALTERATION IN 
THe OrrcumsTaNcrs—WorxkMEN’s OomprensaTion Act, 1897 (60 & 61 
Vier. c. 37), Scuepute I. (12). 


This was an appeal by —pree from a decision of the judge of the 
Warrington County Court refusing an application under paragraph 12 of 
Schedule I. of the Workmen’s Compensation Act, 1897, for a review of a 
weekly payment. The workman stated in the particulars appended to his 
request for arbitration that his average weekly earnings previous to the 
accident were 30s. The employers in their answer stated that the work- 
man’s average weekly earnings previous to the accident were 19s. 10d. 
The employers’ answer, con to rule 17 of the Workmen’s Com - 
tion Rules, 1898, was filed less than five days before the date fixed for the 
hearing of the arbitration. The county court judge at the hearing held that. 
as the employers had filed their answer out of time, they were precluded 
from giving evidence on the question of the amount of the average 
weekly earnings, and he made an award on the basis of the workman’s 
statement. Six months after the making of the award, the employers 
applied under paragraph 12 of Schedule I. for a review of the weekly 
payment. It was not alleged on their behalf that any alteration in the 
circumstances of the case had taken place since the making of the award. 
The county court judge refused to review the weekly payment. It was 
now contended on the part of the employers in support of the appeal that 
they were entitled to apply under paragraph 12 of Schedule I. for a review 
of the weekly payment, although no change had taken place in the cir- 
cumstances of the case Par ph 12 is as follows: ‘‘ Any weekly pay- 
ment may be reviewed at the request either of the employer or of the 
workman, and on such review may be ended, diminished, or increased, 
subject to the maximum above provided, and the amount of payment 
sball, in default of agreement, be settled by arbitration under this Act.’’ 
Tue Court (A. L. Smrra and Romsr, L.JJ., VaucHan Wiis, L.J., 
doubting) dismissed the appeal, holding that an application under paragraph 
12 of Schedule I. could not rightly be entertained unless some change in 
the circumstances had occurred between the making of the award and the 
application for a review, as, for instance, if the workman had got well, or 
had got better, or had got worse.—OounsEL, Arthur Powell; W.D. Benson 
Souicirors, W. Hurd §¢ Son; Cunliffes § Davenport, for Davies § Forshaw, 
Warrington. ; 
{Reported by F. G, Rucker, Barrister-at-Law. | 


ELLIOTT v, YATES AND ANOTHER. No.1. 29th June. 


Trespass—ILLEGaL Distress—Tax CoLuecror—AvTHORITY— Taxes Man- 
AGEMENT Act, 1880, ss. 73, 86. 


This was an application by the plaintiff for judgment or a new trial in 
an action tried before Channell, J., and a common jury. The action was 
brought to recover damages for trespass for b: ing and entering the 

laintiff’s house on the 25th of May, 1899, and levying a distress therein. 

he facts are fully stated in the judgment, but shoatly the question was 
whether the defendants, who were collectors of income tax and house 
duty, having authority to collect for the year ending the 5th of April, had 
power to levy distress after the 5th of April for income tax and house 


duty which became due and payable during the year ending tbe 5th of 


April. Channell, J., held that the defendants had such power, and that 
the distress was not illegal. 

Tae Court (A. L. Smirx, VavcHan Wiuuiams, and Romrr, L.JJ.) dis- 
missed the application. 

A. L. Surru, L J., read a judgment, in which he said that the defendants 
were appointed by the Commissioners of Taxes to collect income tax and 
inhabited house duty, pursuant to the Taxes Management Act, 1880 
for the year ending the 5th of April, 1899. Tne defendants justified 
the alleged trespass under a warrant dated the 13th of December, 
1898, duly granted to them under the Act of 1880. It was not 
disputed that the taxes distrained for had been duly demanded on 
the Ist of January, 1899; that they then became due and payable 
and continued so down to the 25th of May, the date of the distress. 
The first point taken was that the defendants’ authority to distrain under 
the warrant came to an end on the 5th of April. in his lordship’s 
udgment the authority under the warrant had no such limitation. 

he warrant, after reciting the appointment of the defendants to be 
collectors for the year ending the 5th of April, 1899, enjoined them to 
make demand of the several sums upon the parties charged therewith, and 
upon payment thereof to give acquiitances, and “if any person should 
tefuse to pay the sum or sums charged upon him upon demand duly made 
for non-payment thereof to distrain for the same by virtue of this one 
Warrant without further authority.” The power to distrain was not 
limited by the warrant to a distress made on or before the 5th of April, 
1899, but on the contrary the power given was to distrain without limit as 
to time for duties payable for the year ending the 5th of April. It was 
further argued that under the Act of 1880 the collectors became functi 
gficio on the 5th of April. Section 73, sub-section 1, was the only section 
in Part V. of the Act dealing with the nomination of collectors in April in 
tach year. There was nothing in that section saying that after April the 
nominated collectors might not get in unpaid arrears which they had not 
been able to collect owitig to the refusal of the er to » and, 
indeed, sub-section 9 pointed to this, that it was not the collector’s 
account for the year had been closed that the collector’s office was at an 
end. Down to section 100 there was no in the Act enacting that a 
collector’s power to distrain under section 86 ceased on the 5th of A 


in-any year under a warrant similar to that in the present case. The 
tor appointed was not for one year only, and no more; his appoint- 





ment was to collect the taxes for the year ending the 5th of April. 
collectors 


Although there was a fresh appointment every year, | 
were not in place of those appointed in the preoed , but to collect 
snother year’s taxes. As a short method of they might be 


referred to as collectors appointed for a year, and the expression (section 
117, sub-section 1) ‘* for the remainder of the year’’ was explicable in the 
view that the Act intended to shew clearly that the appointment of 
collector in lieu of another was not intended to invalidate tne latter’s acts 
for the period during which he had acted. At section 100 came Part VII. 
of the Act headed ‘‘ Receipt and Account.” By section 100 the board 
migat appoint a day to receive the moneys received by the collectors, and 
by section 103 the collectors had to pay over the money on the a 
day, together with a tchedule of arrears. Until that was done collec- 
tor’s authority to collect had not terminated. In the present case, how- 
ever, no day prior to the distress hai been appointed, and consequently no 
echedule of arrears was in exi , and therefore section 100 and the 
following sections had no application to this case. His lordship 
with Channell, J., that the defendants could justify, as they had 
under tneir warrants of distress of the 13th of December, 1898. The 
ap would therefore be dismissed. 2 
avucHAN Wiiuiams and Romer, L.JJ., concurred.—OounseL, Witt, 
Q.C., and Poley; Bowen Rowlands, Q.C., and Layman, Soxictrors, 8. Price 
$ Sons; F. FetzPayne, for C. R. Thomas, Maidenhead. 


[Reported by F, O. Rosrxson, Barrister-at-Law. | 
ISAACS v. EVANS. No.2. 28th June and 2nd July. 


Practice—Non-surr—Powsr or Jupce in Cxancery Division to Dismiss 
an Action Wrrnovur Hearmsc tas Evipence AND WITHOUT THE 
Prarmtirr’s Consent—New Tria. 


This was an ap from the order of Farwell, J., dated the 18th of 
December, 1899, dismissing the action without calling upon counsel for 
the defendant and without hearing the evidence, the plaintiff's counsel not 
consenting to the non-suit. The action was for a declaration that the 
defendant was a trustee for the plaintiff of one moiety of certain take- 
notes or licences to search and dig for minerals upon a certain farm, and 
for an account of the dealings of the defendant with the take-notes, pay- 
ment on the same, and an injunction. At the trial Farwell, J., distalseed 
the action with costs, upon the ground that there was no contract in writing 
between the parties and that erefore the Statute of Frauds was a bar to 
the claim. There had been — en in relation to wr mining 

roperties between the parties, the plain ing an experienced mining- 
se oe and the defendant the money. In view of the decision of 
the Appeal Court the precise facts need not be stated; but it is to be 
anthent that the Statute of Frauds was not in the first instance pleaded by 
the defendant, but included later in his amended defence. Farwell, J., 
after hearing the plaintiffs counsel on this point alone, at once 
dismissed the action. The plaintiff ap , and, by his couneel, 
relied on Dale v. Hamilton (5 Ha. 369), Forster v. Hale (3 Ves. 696), 
Essex v. Essex (20 Beav. 442), as shewing that in such a case, w 

he contended was one of partnersnip, the Statute of Frauds did not apply ; 
he also relied on Heard v. Pilley (17 W. R. 1750, 4 Ch. D. 548), Cave v. 
Mackenzie (46 L. J. Ob. 564), Baxter v. West (28 L. J. Ch. 169), Lincoln 
v. Wright (5 W. R. 793,4 De G. & J. 16), Macmanus v. Cooke (35 W. R. 
754, 35 Uh. D. 681), Rochefoucauld v. Boustead (1897, 1 Ch. 196). The action 
should be sent back for trial, that evidence might be taken: Fletcher v. 
London and North-Western Railway Co. (40 W. R. 182; 1892, 1 Q. B. 122). 
The defendant. relied on Caddick v. Skidmore (6 W. R.119,2 De G & J. 52), 
and said that Farwell, J., tad duly complied with ord. 25, r. 2, of the Rules 
of the Supreme Court. 

Tue Cov~r (Lord A.vgerstone, M.R., Ricsy and Cotiiss, L JJ.) ordered 
the action to go back to trial, the costs of tnis appeal to abide the event. 

Lord ALverstong, M.R , thought that there were not sufficient 
before the court to enable it to determine the case, and that there must be 
a turther inquiry; he would, therefore, in accordance with the usual 
practice, abstain from saying anything upon the questions which had been 
raised, since it might embarrass the parties. He would only say this, that 
there being here thre questions to be determined—viz., as to what the 
agreement was, whether there had beea part performance of it, and what 
were the rights of the plaintiff and the defendant, he did not think that 
the court could deal with tho-e questions without hearing the evidence. 
He would have had more difficulty in thie but for the decision in Fletcher 
v. London and North-Western Railway Oo. (supra), and his hesitation arose 
from the fuct that in his own personal experience he had known many 
cases, even in the Equity Courts, in which the plaintiff had been 
vuon-snited. But in nis opinion it would not conduce to expedi- 
tion of a preliminary judgment was to be given upon an assumed 
state of facts in a ca‘e where there was any dispute as to the real 
facts, and in all cases there ht to be the consent of the plaintiff's 
counsel to that procedure. It was not possible to say in this 
case that there had been any such consent, and it was for that reason that 
he was pressed with the decision of the Court of Appeal in Fletcher v. 
London and North-Western Railway (o., where the court laid it down 
broadly that, except by the consent of the plaintiff's counsel, a plaintuf 
ought not to be non-suit d without the evidence being heard. Where 
that consent was given it might fairly be assumed that the plaintiff was 
satistied with the facts as etated in the opening. His lordship reluctantly 
came to the conclusion that this case ought to go back for trial, the costs 
of the ange to abide by the event. : 

Ruery, L.J., and for the same reasons abstained from into 
the points of law. was not sorry to be by the the 
Gourt of Appeal in Fletcher v. London and North-Western Raihoay. In bis 
opinion, as a general rule, the time that was wasted in discussions whether 
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the witnesses should be called, and the almost inevitable disputes that 
arose when the evidence had not been given, more than counterbalanced 
any advantage to be gained by deciding a case at the trial upon a pre- 
liminary point of law. 


Ooturws, L.J., could not say that he felt so clear on this matter as his 
learned brothers. He thought that he should have done what Farwell, J., 
did, if he had been in his position. The decision in Fletcher v. London 
and North-Western Railway was somewhat of a surprise to him, but 
it was a binding decision of the Court of Appeal. Speaking for 
himself, where a case was tried before a judge without a jury, and the 
counsel for the plaintiff had, as he might be trusted to do, stated his 
case up to the very high-water mark of what he was able to prove, and 
the judge was against him, he thought it would be a waste of public time 
to hear the evidence It was, however, improbable that counsel would 
often insist upon the evidence being heard when the result must be the 
same as upon his opening statement. He regretted the delay which would 
result in this case, particularly as it appeared that the whole rights of the 
plaintiff were obtained for the sum of £5.—OCounset, Rufus Isaacs, Q.C., 
Badcock, Q.0., and Edward Ford ; Hughes, Q C., and Ingle Joyce. Soutcrrors, 
T. D. Jones, for D. Oswald Davies, Dolgelly ; Huntley § Son, for J. C. Hughes 
§ Co., Dolgelly. 

[Reported by W. H. Draper, Barrister-at-Law.] 





High Court—Chancery Division. 


VOWLES v. BRISTOL, &c., BUILDING SOCIETY. Stirling, J. 
26th June and 3rd July. 


Venpor AND PvrcHaser—Oonpitions or Satze—ParticuLtars —FAsrMeNnt 
Nor Disctosep—Ricut to Rescrnp—Speciric Prrrorma> oM- 
PENSATION. 


This was an action brought by a purchaser of real estate seeki.  ; evific 
a and compensation ; the defence was that the contract had 
rescinded under a power reserved to the vendor. On the 21st of 
June, 1899, the defendants offered Jand for sale as “‘an eligible building 
site,’’ under conditions of sale, the fifth of which provided for objections 
and requisitions by the purchaser, with power to the vendor to rescind the 
contract if the objections and requisitions could not be complied with, aud 
‘* upon such rescission the deposit and fees paid by the purchaser at the 
auction shall be returned to him’’; the eighth condition provided for 
compensation to the purchaser in case of any incorrect statement, error, or 
omission, except as to tenure, which might be discovered in the 
SS of eale, and pointed out before completion. The plaintiff 
ght the property at the sale for £270, and next day went to see 
it, when he found a drain on it from an adjoining house, the existence of 
which bad in no way been di-closed by the vendors, and which seriously 
affected it as a building site. The defendants’ solicitor found a client to 
take the property at £230, but the plaintiff asked for specific performance, 
claiming £30 also for compensation, thinking in error that he would 
not get back his deposit. After negotiations the defendant, on the 19th of 
August, gave notice to rescind, having, on the 4th of August, asked for 
formal requisitions, and received a letter requiring specific performance 
without the easement, or with compensation if subject to the easement. 
On the 14th of September the defendants sent a cheque for £33 for the 
deposit and fees paid by the plaintiff. The writ was issued on the 16th of 
September. At the trial evidence was taken as to the nature and knowledge 
of the easement. Cur. adv. vult. 


Sriruinc, J , said that the questions were whether. according to the 
contract, the defendants had power to rescind, and, if so, whether 
anything prevented them from exercising it. The particulars of sale 
contained an incorrect statement or omission as to the property, for the 
existence of the drain ought to have been disclosed. The eighth condition 
therefore applied, but the case also fell within the fifth. His lordship did 
not think anything in the fifth condition limited the operation of the powers 
under the eighth, even by necessary implication. The reasoning of Chitty, 
J., in Ashburner v. Sewell (40 W. R. 169; 1891, 3 Oh. 405) seemed to apply 
to the present case, and the requisition of the plaintiff came within the 
terms of the fifth condition. Sut it was said that under the circumstances 
the defendants ought not to be allowed to exercise the power of rescission 
because (1) they must have known of the easement, and (2) to allow them 
would be contrary to the ruie Jaid down by the court. As to (1), his 
lordship, having examined the evidence adduced, found as a fact that the 
defendant society’s officers had acted in ignorance or forgetfulness of the 
drain, and the contract was entered into in good faith, so that Nelthorpe v 
Holgate (1 Coll. 222) did not apply; it was such a mistake on the part of 
the vendor as did not deprive him of the power to rescind: Re Terry and 
White (34 W. BR. 379, 32 Ch. D. 14. As to (2), the rule was laid down by 
Cotton, L.J.,in Re Dames and Wood (33 W. R. 685, 29 Oh. D. 626, 630), that*‘a 
vendor cannot avail bimself of such a condition arbitrarily or unless he shews 
some reasonable ground for his unwi'lingness to answer the requisitions’’ 
(approved in Re Terryand White,supra). Inapplying this ruleevery case must 
be governed by its own circumstances. Here the plaintiff admitted he had 
got a good bargain and £30 was a substantial sum inst £270 to claim 
for compensation, and the defendants’ solicitor had found a client to take 
it off his hands. His lordship did not think the defendants were acting 
“‘ arbitrarily’ or ‘‘ unreasonably ”’ in the circumstances, and he dismissed 
the action with costs.—CovnseL, Butcher, Q.0., and Edward Ford ; Upjohn, 
QC., and €. James. Soricirons, Mead & Co., for 8. G. CO. Cossham, 
Bristol; Ley, Lake & Ley, for Danger & Cartwright, Bristol. 


[Reported by W, H. Duarzz, Barrister-at-Law. | 











Re ARCHIBALD D,. DAWNAY (LIM.). Kekewich, J. 21st and 28th June. 


Company—SiGNaTory To Memoranpum or AssocraTion ror 4,096 SHares 
—Sa.e or Business spy Sicnatory For £40,690 Payante sy 4,096 
Fuity Parm-ve Suares—Same Suares—Companies Act, 1867 (30 & 31 
Vicr. c. 181), 8. 25—COompanres Act, 1898 (61 & 62 Vicr. c. 26), 
s. 1. 


This was a motion under the Companies Act, 1898, and raised an 
important question as to the liability of vendors to public companies in 
respect of fully paid-up shares allotted as‘consideration. The compauy was 
formed for the acquisition of the business of Archibaid D. Dawnay. The 
basis on which the company was formed was the purchase from Downay of 
the business for £40,690 by the allotment to him of 4,069 fully-paid 
shares, and draft agreement to thateffect was prepared. Dawnay signed 
the memorandum of association for 4,069 shares of £10 each, which, though 
not indicated by any numbers, he understood and were intended, as he de- 
posed, to be the shares which were the consideration for the business. He 
also signed the memorandum for 200 further shares which he paid for in cash. 
He stated that he never agreed to take any other shares than those 
mentioned, and that when he signed the memorandum he was not aware 
that his doing so implied any contract or obligation to pay cash for the 
4,069 shares, and that his signing for them was an inadvertence. The 
agreement for the sale was duly executed after the incorporation of the 
company, and filed. Shortly after the filing of the agreement the 4,069 
shares, numbered as stated in the agreement, were allotted to the vendor, 
and registered in his name. The question now arose whether the vendor 
was not liable to pay in cash for the 4,069 shares for which he subscribed 
the memorandum, there being nothing to shew that those shares were 
identified with those specified in the ment. The vendor accordingly 
applied under the Act of 1898 that the company should file a memorandum 
stating that the shares numbered in the agreement were the shares for 
which the vendor had signed the memorandam. An affidavit bya director 
agreed with the vendor in saying that the company never contemplated an 
allotment of any further shares to him, and never made any call in respect 
of those for which he signed the memorandum, considering them. to be the 
very shares agreed to be allotted under the terms of the agreement. Cur. 
adv. vult. 


Kexewicnu, J., sail judgment was reserved because he was unwilling 
to depart from the decision in Re F. W. Jarvis § Co. (47 W. R. 186; 
1899, 1 Ca. 193), or to adopt that in Re Whitehead (1900, 1 Ch. 804), without 
furtber consideration. Ualess the distinctions which satisfied Cozens- 
Hardy, J., in the latter case and which were urged here were sufficient 
this case must be governed by the decision of Romer, J., which was 
directly in point. In that case a vendor had signed the memorandum of 
association for a number of shares in the same way as in the present case 
in consideration of which as fully paid up he after the incorpora- 
tion of the company to sell his property, and there, as here, the vendor’s 
shares were protec by a registered agreement and the question 
arose respecting the same number of shares for which the memorandum of 
association was signed. There was evidence there that the shares for 
which the vendor signed the memorandum were the same as those issuable 
to him under the agreement, but the learned judge did not consider 
the evidence sufficient and said that the two lots of shares could not be 
identified, and decided for the reasons set out in the judgment that the 
application ought not to be granted. Cozens-Hardy, J., came to a different 
conclusion in Re Whitehead and held that the case was distinguishable from 
that decided by Romer, J., the only distinction noticed in his judgment 
being that there was no difficulty in identifying the shares registered in 
the name of the vendor as being the same as those subscribed for by him 
in the memorandum. His lordship could not see from the report that 
Cozens-Hardy, J., had any better evidence of identifying them than was 
before Romer, J. The other distinction urged in argument in that case, 
but not referred to by the learned judge, was that in the case before 
Romer, J., there were shares not taken up more than sufficient to provide 
for the double allotment, whereas in Re Whitehead all the shares had been 
issued. That may bea fact worth consideration, and it is undoubtedly 
present here, but it is not sufficient standing alone to distinguish a case, 
similar in other respects, from Re F. W. Jarvis § Co. As regards the other 
distinction, there is no more evidence here than was before Romer, J. 
Besides those distinctions there is a fact peculiar to this case which deserves 
notice. The applicant subscribed the memorandum of association not only 
for the same number of shares as that for which he agreed to accept in 
payment of purchase-money, but also and separately for 200 shares for 
which he admits he is liable to pay. The argument is that this is evidence 
of two classes of shares subscribed for, and that one of them is identical 
with, the other being undoubtedly distinct from, the vendor’s shares. 
The observations of Romer, J., are equally applicable to both, and 
the fact, peculiar though it be, does not assist the applicant. 
Under the circumstances his lordship said he muét follow Romer, J., 
and refuse the application, and he did so not so much because he was 
bound by Re F. W. Jarvis § Co. as because it approved itself to his 
judgment, and he ought not readily to adopt distinctions from it. The 
order would not prejudice any question which might hereafter arise bet ween 
the applicant and the court as to whether under the circumstances he was 
or was not bound to take other shares under the memorandum of 
association. Seeing the importance of the case, the considerable amount 
involved, and the public inconvenience of a difference of opinion between 
judges on such a question, his lordship hoped that his conclusion would be 
submitted to the Court of Appeal.—Counset, Warrington, Q.0., and 
Bunting ; W. Brinton. BSoriscrrors, Bartlett § Co. 


[Reported by 8, E. Wituiams, Barrister-at-Law, | 
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Re BRITISH LAND CO. AND ALLEN’S CONTRACT. Byrne, J. 
28th June, 


Srzciric PzrrormMance—ExcHanceE—Bare TrusTez—D1recrion to SELu 
anp Convey—AvtHority To Give DiscHarcg ror PuRCcHASE-MONEY— 
22 & 23 Vicr. c. 35, s. 23—Trusrer Act, 1893, ss. 20, 50—Dovusr as To 
JvurispicTion or Court to Decrpe A QuesTION or TiTLE oN SUMMONS UNDER 
VENDOR AND Purcuaser Act, 1874, AnisiING UNDER A ConTRAcT For SmMPLe 
EXcHANGE. 


In 1894 a plot of land was conveyed to H. in fee simple for £26,000. 
On the 14th of April, 1898, H. contracted to sell the land to the plaintiffs 
for £23,000. Shortly before completion the plaintiffs discovered that H. 
was in fact a trustee for four other persons, A., B., C., and D., who had 
in fact furnished the whole of the £26,000 with which the purchase in 1894 
had been completed. The plaintiffs thereupon took objection to the title, 
on the ground that H. was a trustee and had no power to sell, except at 
the request of his cestwis que trust. On the 23rd of May, 1898, H. 
executed a declaration stating that he was a trustee and had no 
beneficial interest in the property whatever, and that A., B., C., 
and D. had supplied the whole of the £26,000, and that he was to 
deal with the land as directed by his cestuis que trust. H. also 
acted as solicitor for A., B.,0.,and D. At the foot of the declaration 
there appeared the following request addressed to H.: “Please sell 
and convey the property for £23,000.”’ This request was signed by 
the four cestuis que trust, A., B., O., and D. On the following day, 
the 24th of May, the purchase was completed, and the £23,000 was 
paid over by the plaintiffs to H., who gave a receipt for it. On the 14th of 
November, 1899, the plaintiffs agreed to exchange the plot above mentioned 
for certain land of equal value belonging to the defendants. The defendants 
made a requisition on the title of the plaintiffs that it did not appear that H. 
had any power to give a valid discharge for the £23,000 purchase-money, 
and required the four cestuis que trust, A., B.,C., and D., to concur in the 
conveyance on exchange. The plaintiffs, thinking that the concurrence 
could be easily got, and, if got, would avoid other possible difficulties, sent 
a@ form of acknowledgment of receipt, which was approved by the 
defendants, to A., B., O., and D. for execution. D. alone, however, 
refused, for some reason which was not stated, to execute the document, 
and the defendants thereupon refused to complete. The plaintiffs there- 
upon issued a summons under the Vendor and Purchaser Act, 
1874, for a declaration that the plaintiffs had shewn a good title, 
but some doubt was felt by the court as to its jurisdiction, inas- 
much as the question, having arisen on a contract for simple exchange 
(there being no money consideration), the Vendor and Purchaser Act was 
not applicable notwithstanding that the contract contained a provision that 
the Act (no particular part being —- should apply. It was ultimately 
arranged that the plaintiffs should issue a writ in lieu of the summons, aud 
this was now done, and the case came on for hearing on the merits. For 
the plaintiffs it was contended that H. was clearly a trustee, and that the 
cestuis que trust having empowered him to sell and convey for a certain 
price, he had power also to give a good discharge for the purchase-money : 
22 & 23 Vict. c. 35, s. 23 (Lord St. Leonard’s Act, 1859); Trustee Act, 
1893, ss. 20,50; Re Thomas’s Settlement (1882, W.N.17). For the defen- 
dants it was contended that although the request executed by the cestui 
que trustent authorized a sale and conveyance, it was silent as to giving a 
discharge for the purchase-money, and that the Acts cited by the plaintiffs 
did not apply. The plaintiffs in reply urged that there could have been 
no sale and conveyance without a discharge for the purchase-money : 
Lewin on Trusts (10th ed.), p. 518, 

Byrnz, J., said that if the sale on the 24th of May, 1898, was a good 
sale the plaintiffs had a good title, and nothing that A., B.,C., or D. 
did subsequently could make it bad. The direction or request written 
on the declaration of the 23rd of May, 1898, was a trust tor sale, and 
gave an authority to receive the purchase-money. The sale could not 
have been made without giving a receipt for the purchase-money. 
There would be a declaration that the plaintiffs had made out a good 
title to the property.—CounsgL, Warlters Horne; Wilkinson. Soxtcrrors, 
Tufnell, Southgate, § Son; Russell § Russell, 


[Reported by R. Lz1au Ramsporuaw, Barrister-at-Law. | 


BUCKLAND v. BUCKLAND. Buckley, J. 28th and 29th June; 3rd July. 


Masgrrep Woman—Inrant—MarriaGe SettLement—Hvspanp's Imp.iep 
CovENANT—AGREEMENT TO SeTTLE—Marniep Women's Property Act, 
1882, ss. 2, 19. 


At the date of her marriage the plaintiff, Mrs. Buckland, then Miss 
Cockle, an infant of about eighteen years, was entitled under the will of 
her father, James Cockle, who died in 1875, to a legacy originally 
of £1,000 and some shares in a company. This property was not 
given to her for her separate use. She married the plaintiff, 
Mr. Buckland, in 1891. Prior to the marriage a deed of settlement 
was executed, made between Mrs. Buckland, then Miss Cockle, of 
the first part, Mr. Buckland, the intended husband, of the second 
part, and the trustees of the will of James Cockle of the third 
part. The deed recited the will, the infancy of the lady, and that 
upon the treaty for the marriage it was agreed that the legacy 
should be settled upon the trusts after declared. The ¢estatum was that 
in pursuance of the said agreement and in consideration of the marriage 
the lady with the privity and approbation of her intended husband 
declared that the trustees of the will should stand possessed of the legacy 
upon trusts for the lady for life, and her issue, and herself or her appointees 
in default of issue, of the ordinary kind. Upon Mrs. Buckland attaining 
her age of twenty-one years she repudiated the settlement, claimed the 
legacy as her own separate property, and asked to have it paid or trans- 








ferred to her. The trustees refused to do this without the sanction of the 
court, and thereupon Mr. and Mrs. Buckland brought this action against 
the trustees dud the two infant children of the —- that the 
settlement should be declared not binding upon them, that the trustees 
should pay the legacy to the wife. 

Bucxrgy, J.—In Hancock v. Hancock (32 Soxicrrors’ Jovrnat 25, 
36 W. R. 417, L. R. 38 Oh. D. 78) the case of Re Queade’s Trusts (29 
Soxicrrors’ Journat 99, 33 W. R. 816) was disapproved of, and section 
19 of the Married Women’s Property Act, 1882, was held to prevent 
section 5 interfering with any settlement which would have bound 
the property if the Act had not been and the argument that 
the ‘‘ settlement’’ of section 19 must one binding upon the wife 
failed. The settlement in that case contained no covenant by the wife 
nor any joint declaration or agreement. Subsequently, in Stevens v. 
Trevor-Garrick (41 W. R. 412; 1893, 2 Ch. 307) the same principle was 
held to apply where section 2 instead of section 5 was in q ion. In 
this state of things it appears to me that the decision in Re Queade’s 
Trusts is gone altogether, and that I must deal with the present case upon 
the footing that section 2 is not to interfere with the settlement, 
if it is a settlement which would have bound the property if the Act 
of 1882 had not been passed. Now, as the lady was an infant 
the recited agreement cannot have been with her, but must have been one 
between the intended husband and the trustees for the beneficiaries. The 
declaration of the lady, an infant, had no effect at all, and unless 
the recital of the agr2ement is to be o} ive as between the parties who 
are recited to have agreed, the instrument will have been wholly inopera- 
tive. The case seems parallel to Holles v. Carr (2 Freeman 3, 3 Swanst. 
683), referred to in Young v. Smith (L. R. 1 Eq. 180). There isa plain 
recital of an agreement, but no operative part to give effect to it unless by 
implying an agreement or covenant by the husband to that effect. It 
appears to me that there is in this instrument an agreement by the husband 
which binds the marital right which is his upon the footing that the Act of 
1882 had not been passed and that consequently section 19 of the Act 
prevents section 5 from interfering with it, and therefore the action fails. 
—CounseEL, Attwater ; St. John Clerke. Soxtcrron, C. H. Dodd, Lewisham. 


(Reported by Nevitie Tessurtt, Barrister-at-Law. } 





High Court—Queen’s Bench Division. 
THE QUEEN »v. OLLIS. C.C.R. 2nd July. 
CrimmnaL Law—Fatse Prerences—Evipence—ApMIssIBILITY. 


Case stated by the Recorder of Bath, before whom the accused was 
indicted for obtaining sums of money by false representations, by means 
of worthless cheques. The trial of the frst of these charges took place 
on the 13th of October, 1899. It appeared that on the Ist of July, 
1899, Ramsey lent the accused £2 and on the 5th asked him to 
return it. The accused then wrote out a cheque for £5 on the 
Birkbeck Bank, and asked Ramsey to cash it, and Ramsey, believing 
it to be all right, gave him his cheque for £3. The cheque for £5 
was dishonoured. In May, 1899, the accused had been adjudicated 
bankrupt. He had kept an account at the Birkbeck Bank, but that account 
had been dead, although not closed, since the 3lst of March, 1896, nothmg 
have been paid in or drawn out, »nd on the 5th of July, 1899, his balauce 
there was 3s.10d. At the the trial the accused said that he expected money 
to be paid into his banking account by a firm of solicitors. A member of 
the firm stated that the accused would have been entitled t» some £183 
commission on the sale of some property, but that the sale had not taken 
place. ‘ne accused was acquitted upon this particalar charge. His 
acquittal may have —— upon the ground that the represen- 
tation was not fraudulently made; or, if fraudulently made, that the 
prosecutor had not been induced by that fraud to part with his 
money. On the following day, the 14th of October, the accused was 
again put upon his upon an indictment containing three 
distinct charges in three several counts, all for obtaining money by meaus 
of worthless cheques on the Birkbeck Bank—that is to say, on the 6th of 
July he obtained £3 15s. 6d. from Bertha Lucy Rawlings, on the 24th of 
June £1 10s. from W. H. Morris, and on the 26th of June a further sum 
of £2 from Morris. The jury were unable to agree upon their verdict, and 
the accused was again put upon his trial upon this indictment contaiuviug 
the three charges at the quarter sessions held in January, 1900. At this 
trial counsel for the prosecution pressed the recorder to admit evidence 
of the fraud practised on Ramsey as relevaat to the charges then beture 
him and as negativing any reasonable belief on the part of the accused that 
there was money at the bank to meet these other cheques or of them. 
The evidence was, after discussion, admitted ; and Ramsey © precicely 
the same statement he had made before upon the trial of the first indict- 
meat when the accused was acquitted. ‘The case was ed before the 
Court for Consideration of Crown Oases Reserved on the 5th of May, when 
judgment was reserved. 

Lord Russert or Kriiowsn, 0.J. (with whose judgment Maruew, J., 
concurred), after stating the facts as above set out, said that the only point 
for their determination was whether that evidence was legally admissible 
on the ground that the facts disclosed in it were relevant to the subsequent 
charges. It did not appear that it had been argued that it was not 
relevant as shewing guilty knowl , if it were not inadmissible 
on the grounds suggested—viz., that the facts sought to be given 
in evidence had already been given and that the accused had already 
been acquitted of the ch to which they related. It was clear that 
there was no estoppel; and the negativing by the j of the charge 
of fraud on the first occasion did not create an estoppel; nor was there 
any question arising upon the maxim Nemo debdet bis puniri pre uno delicto, 
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The evidence was not less admissible because it tended to shew the 
accused was, in fact, guilty of the former charge. The point was, was 
it relevant in support of the three subsequent charges? In the opinion of 
the majority of the court, and in his lordship’s own opinion, it was relevant 
as shewing a course of conduct on the part of the accused and a belief on 
his —— the cheques would not be met. The accused gave cheques on 
the and 26th of June which were dishonoured, and, finally, a further 
dishonoured cheque on the 6th of July, all three cheques having been 
drawn on the same bank as the first dishonoured cheque was drawn upon. 
It was impossible to say that all these facts were not relevant as shewing 
an intention to defraud. The fact of the dishonour of the first cheque 
might, and perhaps ought to, have been capable of explanation, but it was 
im le to say that it was not relevant. He (the Lord Chief Justice) 

read his brother Bruce’s judgment, and had done so with great 
respect, as it differed in some respects from his own, and it appeared to 
him to go rather to the weight than to the admissibility of the evidence. 
In his opinion the conviction must be affirmed and the matter remitted to 
the learned recorder to be dealt with by him in his discretion. 

Granruam, J., in the course of a judgment concurring with that of the 
Lord Chief Justice, said that the real test was, Was the first charge the same 
as'that on which the prisoner was being charged again, or was the evidence 
necessary to support the second indictment sufficient to prove a legal 
conviction on the first? If not, the evidence on the first charge could be 
used again because it was being used in a different case and on a different 
charge. He therefore thought the evidence was admissible. 

Waicar, J., also thought that the conviction should be affirmed, and said, 
in the course of his judgment, that the use at the subsequent trial of 
Ramsey’s evidence was not an attempt to reopen the question of the 

8 innocence of the charge on which he had been acquitted or to 
defeat the immediate and direct object of the former acquittal on that 


Bavce, J., delivered a judgment, in which Riptey, J., concurred, in favour 
of quasbing the conviction. He was of opmion that Ramsey’s evidence 
was inadmissible, not because the defendant had been acquitted of the 
charge contaimed in the first indictment, but because the evidence was 
irrelevant to the issue. He said that the act of pretending that a cheque 
is a valid one is in substance a pretence that circumstances exist at the 
time of the passing of the cheque which justify a belief that the cheque 
will be met. Such circumstances might exist on one day and not on 
another, and the fact that such circumstances exist or do not exist on one 
day have no necessary connection with the question whether such circum- 
stances exist or do not exist on another day. 

Danuine and Cxuanneit, JJ., delivered judgments concurring with the 
conclusion arrived at by the majority of the court. Conviction affirmed. 
—Counset, 7. Harris Stone and 7. D. Lawrance; Sw Sherston Baker. 
Soxricrrors, 7uttell, Bath ; The Solicitor to the Treasury. 


[Reported by T. R. C. Dr1t, Barrister-at-Law. | 





Solicitors’ Cases. 
SOLICITORS ORDERED TO BE SUSPENDED. 
3 July.—Asert Saunpers (140, Leadenhall-street, London), suspended 
for two years. 
3 July.—Cuaries Epwarp Burrows (Bishopsgate House, 1», Bishopsgate- 
street Without, London, and Feltham, Middlesex), suspended for two 
years. 








NEW ORDERS, &c. 
TRANSFER OF ACTIONS. 
Orper or Oovrr. 


Friday, the 29th day of June, 1900. 

Whereas, from the present state of tne business before Mr. Justice 
Stirling, Mr. Justice Kekewich, Mr. Justice Farwell, and Mr. Justice 
Buckley respectively, it is expedient that a portion of the causes assigned 
to Mr. Justice Stirling and Mr. Justice Kekewich rbould, for the purpose 
only of hearing or ot trial, be transferred to Mr Justice Farwell and Mr 
Justice Buckley: Now [, the Rigut Honourabie Hardinge Stanley, marl of 
Halsbury, Lord High Coanceller of Great Britain, do tiereby order that the 


several causes and matters set forth in the scnedules herctu be accordingly { 


transterrea from the said Mr. Justice Stirling and Mr. Justice Kekewich 
to Mr Justice Farwell aud Mr. Justice Buckley for the purpo-e only of 
hearivg or of trial, and be marked in the cause books accordingly. Aud 
this order ie to be drawu up by the registrar and set up in the several 
offices of the Chancery Division of tee High Uourt of Justice. 


FIKST SCHEDULE. 
From Mr. Justice Srrmiive to Mr. Justice Buckiry. 
1900. 


ae Tramways Co ld v Mayor &c, of Reading 1900 R 347 
A 9 
Richard v Blake 1900 R 716 May 11 
Bucky Bradbury 1899 B 4,774 May 21 
‘thompson v Holtom 1900 T 113 May 24 
Hongwill v Mayor &c, of sheffield 1900 H 1,140 June7 
vy Star Umnibus Cold 1900 D 757 June i13 
Waterhouse v Walsh 1900 W 1,554 June 14 


| coeeggeg mega 1900 H 462 Junel4 
Plane v 1899 P 2,372 June ld 





a ae 1899 E 1,242 June 18 
Jacobs v Revell 1899 J 1,826 June 18 
Walker v Travers 1900 W 962 June 20 
SECOND SCHEDULE. 
From Mr. Justice Kexewicu to Mr. Justice Farwet. 


Anderson v Hickman 1899 A 1,444 Jan 22 
Abbott v Star Life Assurance Society 1899 A 1,215 May 19 
Williams v Jones 1900 353 May 26 
Ford v Madge 1900 F 315 May 28 
Webb v Keefe 1900 W 591 May 28 
Hughes v Scharff 1900 H 2,812 May 31 
Duveen v Zimmerman 1899 D 1,198 Junel 
Preston v Blair 1900 P 431 June 2 
Hardy v Laycock 1899 H 3,439 June 14 
Townsend vJarman 1899 T 1,459 June 19 
Blackett v Dredge 1900 B 1,397 June 20 
Yule v Edwards 1899 Y 443 June 20 
Hatssvry, ©. 








LAW SOCIETIES. 
THE INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY. 


The following are extracts from the annual report of the Council : 

Members of the Society.—The society now bas 7,860 members, of whom 
3,630 practise in town, and 4,230 in the country. 237 new members 
joined the society during the past year. The number of members after 
allowing for deaths and resignations shews an increase for the year of 
thirteen. 

Land Transfer.—Compulsory registration on sale has now been in partial 
operation in the London district for upwards of a year. As was stated in 
the annual report for 1899, Mr. H. D. Greene, Q.C., M.P., proposed to 
move in the House of Commons fora return of the work done and fees 
received in the Land Registry Office. The return was granted, and now 
forms Parliamentary Paper No. 304 of 1899. A return has again been 
ordered on Mr. Greene’s motion which will carry the accounts down to 
the 3lst of December, 1899. These returns will be most useful when the 
cost of land registration comes to be considered. 

Unwersity of London Act, 1898.—In pursuance of the power reserved to 
the society by the University of London Act, 1898, the Council appointed 
Mr. William Godden, a graduate of the university, and Mr. Richard 
Pennington members of the senate of the university. The statutes and 
regulations of the university were published in February last. The 
statutes establish a faculty of law, and provide that University College, 
London, and King’s College, London, shall be schools of the university in 
all faculties in which they respectively afford instruction. These colleges 
afford instruction in law. The law degrees to be granted by the university 
are the same as heretofore—namely, Bachelor and Doctor of Laws. It is 
much hoped that these law degrees in the University of London, as well as 
those in Uxford and Cambridge, may be more largely taken than hereto- 
fore by those who intend to become solicitors, though the Oouncil are 
pleased to note the increasing number of lawyers who have taken university 
degrees, often with honours. 

Conditions of sale restricting the right of a purchaser to employ his own 
solicitor.—In the annual report for tue year 1899 reference was made to 
the practice, more or less prevalent in parts of the West of England, of 
providing by conditions of sale that the conveyance shall be prepared by 
the vendor’s svlicitor at the cost of the purchaser, and it was proposed 
that the Council, with the concurrence of the local law societies, should 
take up a case to test the enforceability of such acondition. The resolution 
of the Council was communicated to the societies affected, but they were 
not prepared to submit a test case. 

Colonial Solicitors Bill.—Mr. T. C. H. Hedderwick, M P., very kindly 
took charge of the Colonial Solicitors Bill this session, and it has passed 
the House of Commons, and is now in the Lords. As there appears to be 
a probability of its becoming law, it may be ot interest to state shortly its 
history and objects. Certain Acts passed in the years 1857, 1874, and 
1884 are now in force regulating the admission of Colonis! solicitors as 
solicitors of the Supreme Uourt in Kugland; but they are practically a 
dead letter, inasmuch as toey are based on conditions that do nut now 
exist generally in the Colonies, and do not take inte account the conditions 
on which solicitors are now admitted in England—that is to say, they 
place Colonial rolicitors under such restrictions that it is not reasonably 
possible for them to obtain admission in England. Attention was cailed 
to these Acts by the Chiet Justice of Queensland in a communication to 
the Colonial Uffice, which was referred to the society. The Council were 
favourable to the complete reciprocity asked for by the Chief Justice, and 
endeavoured in consultation with the Colonial Office to frame a Bill 
that would effect the object in view. In the result a Bill was introduced 
at the instance of the society in the year 1897, but made no progress, the 
Colonial Secretary not seeing his way to make it a Goverament Bill. The 
same may be said with reference to the Bills of 1898 and 1899, also 
introduced at the instance of the —_—- The position of the Bull of the 
pre-ent Se-sion has already been stated. The aiterations proposed to be 
effected by the Bill are important not only as regards Colonial solicitors 
who desire to take up practice in England, but also as regards the far 
larger number of young English solicitors who wish to practise in the 
Colonies. ‘There bas been a tendency in some Colonies of late to legislate 
in the direction of mak the existing conditions reciprocal, so it is 
desirable even from a selfieh poimt of view that the Bill should pass. 

Land Registry (New Offices) Bill.—On moving the second reading of the 
Laud Transfer Bill, 1897, the Lord Chancellor said, with reference to the 
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compulsory clauses: ‘‘ The scheme proposed by the Billis to proceed by 
the most gradual steps, and to act in a limited area to begin with, and 
only to proceed by the light of experience and after full notice to any 
district likely to be affected.”” The area first selected was the Adminis- 
trative County of London, and this area is usually referred to as the 
experimental area. By various Orders in Council tion became 
compulsory on sale in part of the experimental area on the Ist of January, 
1899, but will not extend to the whole area until the lst of May, 1901. In 
November last the Board of Works gave notice of their intention to apply 
to Parliament for a Bill for the compulsory purchase of a block of buil 
between the existing Land Registry Office, in Lincoln’s-inn-fields, and Serle- 
street for building a new Land Registry Office and other public offices in Lon- 
don. Atthe general meeting of the society, held in January last, a reeolu- 
tion was passed deprecating the introductionof the Bill, and many provincial 
law societies passed resolutions to the same effect. The Council there- 
upon requested the First Commissioner of Works to receive a deputation 
on the subject of the proposed Bill, and he expressed bis willingness to do 
so, but stated that the only matters he could discuss were the acquisition 
of the site and the erection of the building, and that on any other subject 
he must refer the Council to the Lord Chancellor. The Lord or 
has since informed the society, through his secretary, that the Bill 
did not imply any intention to extend the Land Transfer Act. The 
building to be raised on the ground purchased under the Bill was required 
for the existing Land Registry and Middlesex Registry independently of any 
question of extension, the houses which are now occupied being antiquated 
and inconvenient and a constant source of difficulty and expense. The 
Bill was so drawn, the Council were informed, that the space to be vacated 
by the Registry when the new building comes into occupation can be 
utilized for other public buildings. In the course of the debate on the 
Land Registry vote, on the 26th of April, the Attorney-General also gave 
a distinct assurance that there was not the slightest intention of departing 
from the understanding that had been arrived at at the time of the Pessing 
of the Land Transfer Act. In addition to the work under the 
Transfer Act, the work in connection with searches and registrations under 
the Land Charges, Registration, and Searches Act, 1888, and the Middlesex 
Registry Acts, is conducted at the Land Registry Office. These depart- 
ments shew substantial increases year by year, and it canoot reasonably be 
said that the existing office is sufficient for the existing work. In view of 
all the circumstances of the case and of the assurances received from the 
Lord Chancellor and the Attorney-General, the Council came to the con- 
clusion that any opposition to the Bill by petition would not only be 
futile but also impolitic, and they therefore decided not to deposit any 
petition against the Bill. 
(Zo be continued.) 








LAW STUDENTS’ JOURNAL. 
INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY, 
INTERMEDIATE EXAMINATION. 


The following candidates (whose names are in alphabetical order) were 
—— at the Intermediate Examination held on the 13th of June, 
900 : 
Allen, George Edward Chalinder Double, Herbert Dale 
Allingham, Frederick Alexander Drake, Cecil Edward 
Moore Dulley, William 
Baker, Arthur Russell Evans, David Rudolf 
Barnes, Thomas, B.A. (Oxon.) Evans, Roger 
Bayliffe, Harold Wood Evans, William 
Beavis, Charles Edward Hartnell, Feiling, Cecil 
B.A. (Oxon.) Fisher, Frank Holcroft 
Becher, John Pickard Fishwick, Sydney 
Behn, John Arthur Flowers, Herbert 
Bennett. Richard Hubert Theophilus Forrester, Arthur Livesey 
Bird, William Charles . Fort, John 
Blandford, Walter Fielding Hollo- Foster, Harold Martin 
way, M.A. (Camb.) Fowler, George Herbert 
Bostock, Frank Searle Garnett, Harold Gwyer 
Bowen, Hugh Storer Garrett, Henry Grimshaw 
Bradford, Lewis Somers Gedye, Reginald Edward Lower 
Brooksbank, Thomas Carey Gillman, Arthur Charles 
Brown, Ernest Victor Gordon, Malcolm Bruce 
Brown, Everard Kenneth Gunter, James Spencer St. Aubyn 


Busby, Henry Hargraue, William Henry Robert 
Cardew, Cornelius Seton Hawes, William Alfred 
Carrick, Cyril Hewett, Walter Pearse, B.A. (Oxon.) 


Causton, Ernest St. George Hill, George Berkeley 
Olarke, Francis Womersley, B.A. Holborow, Arthur Conrad 

(Camb. ) Houston, Kenneth D’ Aguilar 
Oobbett, Richard Jackson, Arthur Spencer, B.A. 
Cockin, Charles Irwin (Oxon.) 
Coleman, Arthur Mainwaring Jennings, Francis Henry 
Oolling, John Joseph Jesson, John Fisher 
Oollis, Hugh Gordon, B.A. (Oxon ) Jones, Herbert Bartlett 
Oooke, George Edmund Kemp, Harold Benjamin 

ke, Henry Edwin Kingston, Neville 

Copland, Maurice, B.A. (Camb.) Knowles, William Stanley 
Couves, Cyril Chapman Leese, Cecil Mellor 


Lomas- Walker, George Bernard Shepherd, Reginald 

Mcliveen, Hugh John Turnly Simons, Conrad’ Francis, B.A, 
Marshall, Vernon (Camb.) 

Martin, Albert Charles Pinkstone Singleton, Kirkby 

Massey, John Henry Slatter, H John Brandis 
Mercer, Vernon Smith, Oswald 
Micklethwait, Stallon, Horace Vincent 


Morgan, William Herbert Nicholl Stead, Samuel Harold 
Murton-Neale, Douglas William Swinnerton, Herbert 


Hastings 
Newcombe, Charles Henry Knill om) John 


Nichols, Percy, B.A. (Oxon.) ey, Ernest James 
Olding, Montague To Ticehurst, George Farquharson 
Page, William. Walter Keighley Tarner, George 

Pollard, Archibald Fenwick, B.A.Va Charles Stuart 


(Oxon.) Wade, Charles James Aubrey 
Rawlinson, Charles Cecil Wade-Gery, Robert Townend 
Rexworthy, John William i 
Richardson, Stuart Llewellyn 
Robinson, Ernest Edward 
Rollinson, William 


Russell, Harry Pearn Winter, Gerald [Esdaile, B.A. 


(Camb.) 
Saxelbye, John Saxelbye Young, Sydney Norman 
Schofield, Henry ‘ 





The following candidates (whose names are in alphabetical order) were 
successful at the Final Examination held on the llth and 12th of June, 
1900 : 


Almond, Arthur James Evans, John Richard 
Ames. Eustace Bernard Fisher, Charles Stanley 
Archdale, John Frederick St, Quintin Flude, Harry, B.A. (Camb.) 
Archer, Goodwyn Lud Forster, Harold 
Armstrong, Olayton, B.A. (Oxon.) Fowell, Arthur Duncan Andrew 
Ashby, Harold Francis, B.A. (Oxon.) Fraser, Hugh 
Bain, David Herbert - Fraser, James Scholfield 
Baines, Stephen Humphrey, B.A. Fraser, Laurence 
Oxon.) Fream, Ralph 

Baker, Perceval Richard Arnold, Garle, Henry Ernest 

B.A. (Oxon.) Geare, John Walter 

allantyne, Walter Reeve, B.A. Glenister, Louis Oliver 

(Oxon.) Glenshaw. Ernest Albert Isaacs 
Barnes, Harold Douglas Gordon, Robert Abercromby, B.A. 


Barnes, Walter Sidery (Camb.) 

Bedford, Herbert Gosden, Oscar George 

Bell, Charles Covington Grellet, Ernest Hanscombe 
Blomefield, Nigel Napier Griffiths, Cecil Hubert Morgan, 
Bompas, Alan Chautrey LL.B. (Camb.) 

Bonnett, John Griffiths, Trevor Coleridge 
Borradaile, Harry Guerrier, Arthur Philip 


Broughton, George Fuster ; 
Brown, Harold George, B.A., LL.B. a Stanley 


(Camb.) Hannay, 
Brown, Stephen Harrison, Charles Reginald 
Browne, Bertie Frederick Hart, W: John 
Bryant, Archibald Festing, B.A. Hartley, Cecil Stewart, B.A. (Camb.) 
(Oxon.) Harward, John Donaldson, B.A. 
Burnett, Richard Compton (Camb.) 
Butler, Alfred Warren Hayward, Evan 
Butterworth, Raymond Hazel, Ernest Hopkins 


Hendevson, Malcol“a John 


Carlyon, Herbert Sydney 
Henning, Francis Percival 


Cary, Charles Frederick 


Chadwick, John ‘ Hepworth, Charles Bradne: 

Childs, William Cuthbert, B.A. Maurice Oridlan B.A, 
(Oxon.) (Camb.) 

Clarke, Charles Neville Hi Charles Alden 

Olaydon, Eric George Hopley, Charles Frederick Oayzer 

Crawley, George Richard Eric Eopuved, Cae, B.A. (Oxon.) 

Cuthbert, Robert Frederick House, Harold 


Darwin, Bernard Richard Meirion, Ho 
B.A., LL.B. (Camb.) Howe, 
Davies, Arthur Henry, B.A., LL.B. Hughes, Ernest Frederick 


(Camb. ) Hutchinson, Harold James 
Davies, Hugh Christopher Isherwood, John Bradshaw 
wvavis, Sydney Carlile Ji William Rowland 
Deans, John Jonas, Jonah Israel, B.A. (Oxon.) 
Demaine, Hanson Anthoney Jones, Alfred Bruce Lle 


Dendy, Robert Arthur, B.A. (Oxon.) Jones, George 

Dimond, Charles Frederick Wheen ’ Jones, Osman Wynne 

Dixon, John Frank Kearsley, Robert 

Dobb, Richard Barrett Kelly, les Ed 

Douglas, John Philip, B.A. (Oxon.) Kirlew, Edward Oliver, B.A. (Oxon.) 


Downey, Thomas t, Albert Vincent 
Drake, Bernard Harpur, BA. Thomas 
(Oxon.) Allan Bruce 
Drummond, David William Lewis, Edward Pugh 
Dundas, Charles Percival During § Lomas-Walker, James 
Eaden, Harold Longhurst, Alfred Melville 
Edmunds, William Rees “at John Frederick, BA. 
er, ‘Oxon. 
Elwell, Edward Charles , 





Crofton, Henry Lewis, Arthur Griffith 

Crowther, Charlie Lloyd, Francis Stirling, B,A. 
Davis, Richard Creak (Garb. ) 

Dawes, Edwin Plomley Lioyd, John Same) , 
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Alexander Hamilton 


"McBean, Smallpiece, Ferdinand William 
Maclver, David, B.A. (Camb.) J 


Smith, Welborn Owston 


Mahon, Cortlandt Macmahon, B.A. Snowdon, Cyril Henry 

(Oxon.) Solomon, Phineas Samuel 
Marten, Charles Joseph Steel, Graham Strang, LL.B. (Camb.) 
Mawson, Harry Antony Plevna Stockdale, Norman Eskrigge 
Meyer, Herbert Ellis Swindells, John Robinson 

ler, William Jobn Watts Symonds, Stephen Charles, B.A. 

Molesworth, Eric Nassau Oxon.) 
Morgan, John Henry Thomas, Griffith James Caradog 
Morgan, Thomas Henry Thomas, William 
Mossman, Frederick Adolph Tremel Thompson, Joseph Indermaur 
Munro, George Cecil Thompson, William 
Nevile, Edward Farington Thornback, Arthur Henry 
Newbold, Bertram Clarke Tilly, William 
Newton, John Deacon Trestrail, Alfred Ernest Yates, B.A. 
Nicholle, Arthur Edward, B.A. . (Camb. 

(Camb.) Truefitt, Edgar Frederick Gladstone 
Parish, Charles Ernest Turpin, Edgar William 
Parker, George Berthold Unsworth, Ernest Edwin 


Walker, James 


Penny, Bruce 
4 Walker, Percy Milnes 


Perkins, James Wickstead 


Phillips, Herbert Ashley Walters, John Howard 

Pickles, Hartley Warburton, Samuel Arthur 

Priest, Thomas, B.A. (Camb.) Ward, Burton 

Proctor, William Warmington, George Edward 
Ray, Cecil Dudley 


Watkins, Thomas Percival Holmes 


olds, Edward Lionel 
Pia Watson, John Bertrand 


ett, Gilbert Hammond, B.A. 


(Oxon.) Weston, Percival Aaron Albert 
Riley, Alfred Wharton, Norman 
Robertson, Hugh Lauder White, Ernest Hyam 
Robinson, Alfred Algernon White, Raymond Gilbert 


Rogers, Stanley Wallen Wiggins, Frederick Samuel 
Rootham, Ernest Augustus Wiggins, Robert Henry, B.A. 
Rowland, Frank (Camb.) 

Rowland, Frederick Thomas Metcalfe Wilson, Harold Remington, B.A. 
Royle, William Collett, B.A. (Oxon.) (Camb.) 

Russell, Arthur Winn, John 

Safford, Frederick Chartres Hayward, Wise, Louis 


B.A. (Camb.) Wood, George Appleton 
Sanders, William Henry Wooding, Russell Asquith, LL.B. 
Sharratt, Walter James (Lond. ) 


Sherwin, Alfred Inman Wooler, Horace Westgarthe 
Simpson, George Thornton, B.A. Youatt, Edgar 

(Oxon.) Youll, William Chartres 
Slater, Arnold 








LEGAL NEWS. 
APPOINTMENTS. 
Mr. Watrer G. Hart, LL.B., Solicitor, of 27, Chancery-lane, and Athole 


House, Surbiton, has been appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. 
Hart was admitted in February, 1894. 


Mr. W. D. Rawtins, QC., bas been elected a Bencher of the 
Honourable Society of Lincoln’s-inn in succession to the late Mr. 
Elton, Q.C. 


GENERAL. 


On Monday, in the House of Lords, the Colonial Solicitors Bill was read 
a third time. 


On Thureday in last week the Land Registry (New Buildings) Bill was 
read a second time. 

Mr. Charles John Guthrie, Advocate, Q.C., has been appointed 
Sheriff of Ross, Cromarty, and Sutherland, in the room of Sheriff William 
Charles Smith, who has resigned. 


It is announced that the Treasurer and Benchers of the Middle Temple 
will hold an **‘ At Home ”’ and garden party in their hall and grounds on 
Wednesday afternoon, the 18th inst. 


On Monday, in the House of Lords, the Lord Chancellor moved the 
second reading of the Uolonial Stock Bill, the object of which, he said, 
was to enable, under the proper guarantee of the Treasury, the stocks of 
certain colonies to be brought within the category of those stocks in which 
trustees might invest. The Bill was read a cecond time. 


Lord Russell of Killowen, as president of the Society of Comparative 
Legislation, was, says the 7imes, to have delivered an address in Lincoln’s- 
inn Hall on Monday last, but in consequence of pressure of business his 
lordship was unable to attend, and the meeting of the society has 
accordingly been adjourned until after the Long Vacation. 

At the Rochester Quarter Sessions last week, the recorder (says the 
St. James’s Gazette) condemned the method of obtaining evidence adopted 
by a police officer who stationed himself in a cell and listened to a con- 
versation between the prisoners who were occupying cells on either side of 
him. Such an un-English proceeding, the recorder declared, should not 
be repeated. 

‘When the United States Supreme Court adjourned on the 28th of May for 
the it left, says the Albany Law Journal, 304 cases on the docket undis- 
posed af, which is just the number left upon adjournment in May, 1899, 





During the term 370 new cases were filed, and in exactly that number were 
arguments heard or briefs submitted duringtheterm. Of the cases argued, 
thirty-eight go over to the next term without being adjudicated. 


It is announced that the Lord Chancellor will preside at the banquet 
which will be given to representatives of the bench and bar of the United 
States by the bench and bar of England on Friday evening, the 27th inst., 
and that he will be supported by the Lord Chief Justice, the Master of the 
Rolls, the Attorney-General, and Mr. Joseph Walton, Q.C., and Mr. 
cee, Q.C., the chairman and vice-chairman of the Bar 

ouncil. 


The Master of the Rolls was entertained at a complimentary dinner at 
the Hotel Metropole on Wednesday evening, in celebration of bis recent 
appointment by a number of gentlemen who were connected with him in 
official legal work during his long tenure of office as Attorney-General. 
Sir Edward Clarke, Q C., presided, and among those present were Mr. 
Justice Stirling, Mr. Justice Wright, Mr. Justice Farwell, the Earl of 
Desart, the Attorney-General (Sir R. Fmlay, Q.C., M.P.), Sir H. Poland, 
Q.C., Sir A. K. Stephenson, Q.C., Sir W. Murton, Sir C. Ibert, Sir R. 
Hunter, Sir K. Muir Mackenzie, Q.C., and many members of the bar. 


A doubt having arisen, says the Times Parliamentary correspondent, as 
to what constitutes ‘‘ seclusion ’’ from the legal and technical standpoint, 
the question has been carefully considered by the Commissioners in Lunacy 
with a view to its settlement. In their report upon the subject, which 
will shortly be published, the commissioners state that, while desirous of 
giving no countenance to the excessive use or abuse of this method of 
treatment, they are aware of the advantages of its judicious and moderate 
employment, and have no wish to discourage it. They think it desirable, 
however, that no misapprehension should exist as to what is to be under- 
stood by the term; and they have, therefore, agreed upon the following 
definition, which sha)l govern the statutory record of its employment in 
future: ‘* By seclusion shall be understood the enforced isolation of a 
patient by day, between the hours of 7 a.m. and 7 p.m., by the closing, 
by any means whatsoever, of the door of the room in which the 
patient is.”’ 


At the Gloucester Assizes on Thursday in last week, says the Times, a 
coroner’s jury attended before Mr. Justice Day to be by him directed and 
charged in order that they might arrive at a unanimous verdict. An 
inquest was recently held at Newent, in the Forest of Dean, before Mr. 
Maurice F. Carter, coroner. on the body of Alice Mary Lane, the infant 
child of a farm labourer. The little girl had been burnt to death during a 
short absence of her mother, and the coroner and the majority of the 
jury took the view, which Mr. Justice Day strongly approved, 
that no blame attached to the mother, and that the case was one of 
pure misadventure. But this view did not approve itself to at least one 
juror, who desired to find a verdict of manslaughter. Mr. Justice 
Day discussed the facts in some detail, and said he failed to find 
any evidence to support the theory that there was any gross negligence 
in the mother. After a long absence, the jury returned and stated 
that one of their number was unable to concur in the decision of his 
fellows. His lordship observed that as a rule when, out of twelve 
reasonable men, eleven were in favour of one course and the twelfth dis- 
sented it was more than probable that the solitary dissentient was in the 
wrong. He urged that the juror who held out should regard the matter in 
that light. After deliberating for a further five minutes, the jury returned, 
and upon the coroner’s inquiring of them, in the learned judge’s presence, 
if they were agreed, the foreman answered, ‘‘ Yes,’’ and that the verdict 
was ‘‘Death by misadventure.”” It was added, however, that the dis- 
sentient juror had submitted his judgment to that of his fellows for the 
sake of agreement and unanimity, but that he still retained a conscientious 
belief in the soundness of his own opinion. 


At the Marlborough-street police-court on Wednesday Hamilton Edward 
Pawley, of Longridge-road, Earl’s-court, was charged with unlawfully, 
wilfully, and falsely pretending that he was duly qualified to act as a 
solicitor. Mr. C. O. Humphreys, solicitor, prosecuted on behalf of the 
Incorporated Law Society, and Mr. William Smith, solicitor, appeared for 
the defence. Mr. Humphreys said that the case was one of the worst of 
its kind in which he had ever had to prosecute. The defendant was 
admitted as a solicitor in 1883, but had not taken out a certificate since 
1895. The alleged offence was contained in two letters written by him 
from offices at Glasshouse-street, Regent-street, which were signed by him 
in the name of “‘ Wire & Co., solicitors.”” Mr. Wire, a solicitor, who had 
employed Pawley as his clerk, was now dead. Pawley took two rooms at 
Glasshouse-street at a rental of £60 a year, part of which was to be paid in 
advance. He paid some rent, but the second payment could not be 
obtained from him, and the brokers were put in the day before Good 
Friday. The brokers’ man left the premises locked up on Good 
Friday, but when he returned on the Saturday it was ageertained that 
Pawley had entered by means of a duplicate key and taken away the 
furniture. He had an advertisement inserted in the Admiralty and Horse 
Guards Gazette which read: ‘‘The profits arising from money-lending 
transactions are good, but the public seldom get an opportunity of par- 
ticipating in them. Messrs. Wire & Oo., Solicitors, of Glasshouse-street, 
however, are paying interest at the rate of 6 per cent. per annum. As 
they announce, they are constantly enabled to lend in small or large sums, 
on undoubted security, their own and clients’ money for long or short 
periods.”” He had printed on slips of papercopies of the advertisement tosend 
all over the country. He also described himself as a solicitor in an agree- 
ment between himself and another person. The Incorporated Law Society had 
instructed him to ask for the full penalty against thedefendant. Mr. Smith 
said that his client would plead ‘* Guilty,’’ but he was instructed that the 
letters mentioned were signed in the name of ‘‘ Wire & Oo.’’ by inadvertence, 
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Mr. Pawley was engaged in winding up some of the affairs of the late 
Mr. Wire for the widow. These letters were me written with respect to 
matters in which it would be necessary to employ a solicitor, and where 
legal aid had been required such matters been attended to by a Mr. 
Oliver, whom the defendant assisted. If the defendant had signed the 
letters on behalf of the administratrix of the late Mr. Wire, the charge 
would never have been made. Mr. Denman said that there was no doubt 
the defendant had brought himself well within the meaning of the Act, 
and it was clear he had made it a systematic and regular course of conduct. 
Nothing should be more important than that the conduct of a solicitor 
should be strict and aboveboard, and any departure from that course was a 
serious matter. The defendant would have to pay the full penalty of £10, 
with ten guineas costs. The defendant said he only had £15, and asked 
for time to pay the balance. Mr. Denman remarked that he could not 
enter into such details, and pointed out that the amount was recoverable 
by distress. 





QugENSLAND GoveERNMENT THREE PER Cent. Inscripgep Stock.—The Bank 
of England are authorized to reveive tenders for £1,400,000 Queensland 
Government Three per Cent. Inscribed Stock, repayable at par on the Ist 
of January, 1947. This stock will be in addition to, and will rank pari 
passu with, the existing Three per Cent. Stock, The loan is secured upon 
the consolidated revenues of the colony, and is part of an authorized loan 
of £2,725,680. The minimum price has been fixed at £94 for every £100 
of the stock. Tenders, together with a deposit of £5 per cent., must be 
delivered at the Chief Cashier's Office, Bank of England, before two o'clock 
on Monday, the 9th of July. 








COURT PAPERS. 
SUPREME COURT OF JUDICATURE. 


Rota or Recistrars mt ATTENDANCE ON 





Date Appgesat Court Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
ane. No. 2 StTixvina. KEKEWICH. 
er wend saasieventee 9 Mr. King Mr. Leach Mr. Jackson 
Tu Farmer Godfrey Pemberton 
i Leach Jackson 
Farmer Godfrey Pemberton 
King Leach Jackson 
Farmer Godfrey Pemberton 
Date. Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
. BYRNE. Cozens-Harpy, FaRweELu. Bucktey. 
Monday, July............ 9 Mr. Greswell Mr. Beal Mr. Carrington Mr. Church 
sday . on Church Pugh Lavie Greswell 
Greswell Beal i n Pemberton 
Church Pugh Lavie Jackson 
Greswell Beal Carrington Lavie 
Church Pugh Lavie 











THE PROPERTY MART. 
SALES OF THE ENSUING WEEK. 


July 9.—Mesms. Hampton & Sons, at the mene at 2:—Bu ham-gate, 8.W.: Three 
Blocks of Flats, with shops and offices, known and as B, and 
C of 8t. James’s-court, close to St. James’s-park, Victoria-street, and the Houses of 


Parliament. the actual and estimated eg a. Soe £18,000 per annum 
Solicitors, Messrs. Fladgate & Co , London. ement, June 30, p. 5.) 

July 9 —Messrs. Wattow & Lzz, at the Mart, at iy —The Direct Lease of No. 3, Berkeley- 
equare, W., having the long unexpired term of 94 years. at the und-rent of £70 

er apnum. — Messrs, Tatham & Lousada, London, (See advertisement, 
une 16, p. 8. 

July 10,—Mesers. Desennam, Tewson, Farmer, & BripGewarter, at the Mart, at 2:— 
Crouch End, Hornsey, and Harringay : Freehold Ground-rents, amounting to £333 17s., 
secured upon forty-seven modern dwelling-houses, with reversion to the rack-rents 
now estimated at about £1,811 per annum. Solicitors, Messrs. Ravenscroft, Wood- 
ward, & Hills, London.— Warwickshire: Io a first-rate huoti district, about four 
miles from Hatton Junction, on the G.W. Railway, and Berks on the L, & N.-W. 
‘Railway, within easy reach of Warwick, Coventry, Stratford-on-Avon, 
and Birmingham, « Freehold Estate. contaming an area of about 736a. 3r. 33p., all let 
vwwith the exception of the See eae col and the shooting over the 
-estate. Solicitors, Messrs. Maples, Ti & Co., London.—The Hanworth Hall 
a Norfolk: One of the mont iepestant residential and sportiog estates in the 

Eastern Counties, about five miles from Cromer, and about seventeen +> = from the 
city of Norwich, comprising a total area of about 5,756 acres; the rent-roll shews « 
Pe oy annual income of about £6,550 per annum. Solicitors, Messrs. A. R. & H 
po le, London.—The Twyford Abbey Estate, Ealing: Freehold Property of about 
280 acres, AT ay 


within easy reach of Ealing and Willesden Stations, close to 
pr a sae on the Great Wester: 
July 11.—Mesers. Baxter, Payne, & Leprpen, at the Mart, at 2 
Cottage, with outbuilding and grounds; let at £40 = sae Saliciters, 
Co., both of London. (See 


n and Eali oe South Harrow Railways 
Mesers, Ravenscroft, Woodward, & Hills, don. (See advertisements, Funes, pe ag t= Fre. 
hold — Land, the residue of the South Hill ‘Pack Tee 
20a, Or. 7p., in Five Lots. land possesses extensive ~~ SDeteched 
Godden, Son, & Holme, and Mesers. Hawks, Btokes, & 
advextisement, this week, p. 600.) 
July 11.~Messrs. Epwin Fox & BousFig.p, Bd the Mart, at 2:—Lewisham: Valuable 
Freeh@id — 


Estate, standing om the summit of the hill in the parish of 
six ne land. Solicitors, Messrs. Lewin & Co., London, 
Soo cdvelipumeeh, this week. p. 5.) 
July, 11. pee Humbert & Furr, at the Mart, at 2:—Brondesb N.W.: Long 
loans comprising a substantial Residence known as , 
ag the locality, we 0 Se ae wae biewe) i 


Solicitor oy J. Twyferd, Esq., London. (See advertisement, July 16, 

July 11.—Messrs. Tuckety & Sov, at the Lion Hotel, alien ay: Par lon 
Leasehold Dostagteems; f let at £103 per annum. Solicitors, Messrs. G. ad 
Wilks, Hythe, Kent. (See advertisemen em » 

July 11.—Mesars. Dovaaas Younc, & Co, at 
Building Estate, situate in the 
Wood Midland Hal sSolicitore, M _Bedg wick, 

( way —y, Turner, & one 
te Queen’s-road Statio and 8.W. Rail 

I within a short distance of 


Yard’ and Dwelling { houses Bettersen 


and Boreham 
a 


rl, at te es 
Leasehold 


close 
‘Station (L.C.D. ant LB GC. Hallways), a 
‘Chelsea-bridge, and ee 
Socgusty, eompcising lange Guntenabat’ 


‘Weekly Dwelling -houses, con 
the rental value of £815 2s. 
Lae 7 


eis 


as “1 ” 





1a. 2. Mesers Moan, Goss, 6 tm, endl Mesme, Masger & 
Jul 12.—Mesers. FarEBROTHER, Evuis Eceeron. Breacu, Garswortay. & Co., at the 
' of ‘ y valuable 


July 12.— 
houses, No. 6, iooty tres, 
Horse-lane, rental per 
Solicitors, Messrs Metcalfe & Storr, and H. 
green: Six Leasehold barely 
£145 10s per annum. 
tisements, July 16, p. my 

July 12.— ‘ORTON, eS | 
at 3 for 4: Cheltenham 
under miles 


session ; lease mg Fp 
a take. ‘Bee advertisement, June 30, p. 5) 
RESULT OF SALE. 
Messrs. C. C. & T. Moore sold at the Mart. on Thursda: the Improved 
secured on property in in Brick-lane and’ Booth:steet, Spitalfldn for 
Leytonstone, £60; and © Copphold Howe in Capley-atret 





Waknine To InTenpING House Purcuasers AND Lessezs.—Before pur- 
chasing or renting a house have the Sanitary Arrangements thoroughly 
Examined, Tested, and Reported upon by an ~~ from The Sanitary 
Engineering Co. (H. Carter, C.E., a 65, Victoria-street, West- 
minster. Fee quoted on receipt of full particulars. Established 23 
years. Telegrams, “‘ Sanitation.”.—{Apvr.] 








WINDING UP NOTICES. 
London Gazette.— Faipay, June 29. 


JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Limirep 1x CHancery. 
Lessee Colin ote required, on or —~ ¥ July 20, to send 
the particular of yi debts and to Ernest 
Thomson & Tnomson, 14, Abchurch yard, 
6, to send their 
names the of 
a particulars of their ts or claims, Browning, 


Brown & ,. Limitep —Creditors uired, on or before July 7, to send their 
names and addresses, an: 2 the poetisces of tom bates deine a ee 


Crew, 12, Wood st 
D—Petn for ited June 27, 
& Co, 85, A~ —F 1-4 petner. 


Artoscope SYNDICATE, 
pames and adi 
Coward, 2 and 3, — st, Tisbury chee 
Cannon st, solors for liquidator 


B. Hamssy & Co, Limirep—Creditors are on or before A: 
ofa, and 


Concorp1a ConsotipaTrp Mixes Co, Loure 
Ward 


i to be heard on — >? 10. 
ae A must reach the above-named not later than 6 o’clock A. “the after- 
noon 0 y : 

Ferro-Currum Metat Co, Limtrep —Creditors are uired, on or before Jul: to 
send their names and addresses, the extioulare of their debts or claims, to } a 
iLguidenos Loken, 21 and 22, Waterloo st, et Birmingham, solor to 

ida’ 

Frep Rotnwett & Co, Limrrep (Cycle and Dealers. 4 
Bolton)—Creditors are required, on A & yb. 15, to send their is 6 eT 
adiireses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to ’ alfred Pilling, 28, Acresfield, 

Gotp Fisips or Barrisu Corumaia, Limtrep—Creditors are required, y ed or before Sept 20, 
to send their names and addresses, and the tho pastioulans of thelt or claims, to 
Robert Stanley Wilhams, 16 Copthall av 

Hawnwnan’s Gotp Estares, Lina Creditors are merined, ee or before Tuesday, Aug 7, 
to send their names and particulars of eit debts or claims, bo John 


addresses, an 
Robertson, 85, Gracechurch st. Angore a. Co, solors to liq 


J, Lim1rep —Croditors are required, on or ae ae Ang 1 11, to send their names 
nd addresse., together with fall particulars of their debts to Ernest Edward 
Sparsbott 7, Colmore row, Birmingham Pinsent & Birmingham, solors to 
quidator 
Jot 8rocx Instrrure, Limrrzo—Petn for winding up, presented _—- 26, directed to be 
heard J + oo a & urthwaite, 42, Bedford ¥ row, yy or petner. Notice of 
a) ust reach the above-named not later than’6 o’clock in the afternoon of 


July 9 

Pronger TRapiIna yg od or Kionpy«xe, yoo = for winding presented 
June 1 be heard July 10. Munk & Co, Bthelburgs House, House, Bishopegate st, 

otice of apps a) a cok the above-named not later than 


on, belie fs Pale 





e 
ae 
8 


uidator 
for winding presented J directed beard 
Thomeon, 14, Abchureh — are Ae + 
Su appearing must reach the above-named not tor than @'o'clock iar afternoon of 
Béntsi, Co, Laorep—Creditors are pid, ao oe Sete DS 14, to send their names 
and addresses, nee Lane, 8, Church 
Birmingham, sod the paracuars of thet . S 


County = emesis oF ada 
Luorsp m Caanozry. 














Broapsenrs, Luurrsp—Creditors are required, on or before Aug 1, to send their names 
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aed gna or claims, to Crofton razen- FRIENDLY SOCIETY DISSOLVED. 
Beenie Wot z roy ote Gators of the Regan, | grvosoanvny Punxouy Bocrtrr, Schoolooi, ymondsbury, Report, Dorset, June a 
DISSOLVED. 
Exeter. June 22 


FRIENDLY SOCIETIES 
Faperat Bengvouent Society, Mr G. Clapp’s, a st, 
we +3 7 Gaiuspy Mansy Temperance Society, Tem) 
‘une 25 


\perance 


Great Grimsby, Lincoln. 


London Gaszette.—Tuxspay, July 8. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 


Luoarep ty CHANCERY. 


Lowvox, AntwerP, axnp ConrivenTaAL NaviGaTion reas Luotep (1x LaguipatTiox)— 


Creditors are required, on or before Friday, Aug 31 

and the pastiveiaze of of their debts or claims, to 

Hatchett & Co, Mark lane, solors 4 Tiguidator © 
Moron re Manyescryans Co, Limrrep—Creditors 


their names 


the Partioalars 0 of their debts or 


azure, 47, Holborn viaduct. Ward &.Co, King st, 


send their names 


oe Mosley st, Newcastle : = Tyne. 





Tuxsrives Weis Corracz Improvement Co, Limitep (1s soariansey) Chelios are Maun, Roseas, £ New 
their names and addresses, and the particulars of 


to send w Lag s-Hardy, J x m 
Archibald LTERS, ENJ AMIN OOWARD, Fins! 
” Denton v Walters, Byrne, J 


on or before July 24. to send 


and addresses, and ba miata w yg their 
William Stirling, 6, Old Jewry. 6, Old Jewry, solors for liquidator 


BANKRUPTCY NOTICES. 
London Gazette.—Fuivay, June 29, 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 
Arnsworts, Isaac NewrTon, Oswaldtwistle, Lancs, Hatter 
Blackburn Pet June 16 Ord June 25 
ANDERSON, woe Wol Grocer Wolver- 
High Court 


Berriz, — Evizaznetu, Queen’s gate High Court Pet 
A) Ord June 26 
mR Groraz Grove, Leadenhall st, Mineral 
Merchant urt Pet March 19 Ord June 26 
Merchant Scar- 


Bram, Joux, Yorks, Mee 
une 12 Ord June 
Buis, SANDERS, ham, Baker” Birmingham Pet 
June June 27 


Cow.ey, Kare 5 en ee noes, Fancy Draper 


Dang, —— er bay ss, Wesdhem, Norfol, Builder King’s 
Lynn Pet June27 Ord June 27 
~~ aoe. Rhyl, Phots,;failor Bangor Pet June 


Drayz, SY oe Surlingham, Norfolk, Farmer Norwich 


Rasta, Jom Joun, Dungy SM, Bendteel, Groce Bradford 
June 26 
Epwa Epwarp, Leicester, Draper Leicester Pet 
7,28 a ty, * 
HER, Reveen —_ Joiner Nottingham 
Mage * Ord Jane 2 ‘ 
WKER, ILLIAM, Frep Fiewxer, H 
Lancs, Builders Bolton Pet June 26 Ord Fane ae” 
Freeman, oye any mg af Cross, Stationer Greenwich 
Pet June 25 ry 
Exvizazeru, Beds, Strsw Hat Manufacturer 
Eton "et June 20 Ord June 
Graxt, est Wit —_— Siam, Build Neath 
anette 2 Ord June 25 toe 
FFITES, AVID omas, Al Collier 
abentone Pet June 26 Gril Fane 96 ae 
Hackney, ee , 
pmog > LEY, Hanley, Potter Hanley Pet 
Hancreaves, yg 
Pet J 


dale 
Jacks, es ee Balop, Painter Madeley Pet 
Jounson, Guapys, Kensington High Court Pet June 27 
Ord June 27 


Jowgs, Rionarp Monnis, Sheffield Sheffield Pet May 21 
Ord June 26 
Bexsamin Greens, New sq, Lincoln’s inn, Solicitor 
Pet June 2 Ord June 27 
Targeecg Ta + Liawis, Mountain Ash, Glam, Glazier Aberdare 
- _ 25 ~— June 25 
EBISCH, Rich aRD JuLIus, Manchester, Commission Agent 
Manchester Pet June 25 Ord June 25 
Liswsitry, — Aberaman, Aberdare, Mason Aber- 
une 


un 
er Henry Tuomas, Lenham, Kent, Grocer Maid- 
Pet June 27 Ord June 27 
iticoriee, James he Kmg’s L Ln ae 
Marruzws, Evan — “Cane % Coal Moreh 
i 7 Pet June 26 Ord Ju Ord June 26 
Muze, James Wiiaep. Kensington, Engineer 
a Bot June 35° Ont Ord June 26 ate 
oun, Lianidloes, Montgomery, Draper Newtown 
Pet June 25 Ord June 25 


' Newoomsz, Joun, Swansea, Journeyman Painter Swansea 


lune 27. Ord June 27 


Butcher Birmingham Pet 


Okeford Fitzpaine, Dorset, Carpenter 
” Pet June 25 Ord June 25 
Puarrs, Gnome Pattern Maker 


._ Derby. Pet June 26 June 26 


- Poxsyonp, Witu1am, Brewer’s Traveller Here- 
ford oti Ord June 26 Sage 
Repstose, Franx Carre <n poner Grocer 
- » <Mewport. Pet J ‘une 26 Ord June i 
Bo Jonn besa Schoolmaster 
Pet June 27: ‘Ord June 27 
Rownrazez, J Cumw Car- 
lisle Pet June 26 
Sampcz, 


culars of 
oe eilliaeson, 





Cheapside, me for liquidator 
Sours Suiztps Launpay Co, Lente iene are required, on or before July 30, to 
eir debts or claims, to Frank 
Neweastle upon Tyne, solor 


tS Wins N. Sawer, 4, New London st..| perpen, Axio, Cleveland 
required, on or before Aug 1, to send 
claima, to Alfred 


zley, 


er, 











Scuoter, Grerarp 
Im; 


SHARPLES, JAMES 


Aprianus Jacos, Aldersgate st, Cigar 
Court Pet Jung 25 Ord June 25 
Witsox, Bury, eae Plumber 


Bolton Pet June 27 Ord June 27 
Siwv.e, pad om ~ Henry. Borrowdale, Gubertens, Quarry- 


Suito, Cuaries M, 
Ord June 25 


Sroos, Martin F, Li 
pool Pet os | 21 


Swain, W, Bo 


Pet June 25 Ord Juae 
Victoria st High 4 Pet June 6 


ol, Manufacturer’s Agent Liver- 
rd June 26 
Benfleet. Essex, Builder Chelmeford 


Pet April27 Ord June 6 


TALBOT, 
ch 


TuwnsEnp, 
Sheffie 


mu1aM G@zorce, Manchester, Printer Man- 
ester PetJune13 Ord June 25 

Henry, ’ 
4d Pet June 256 Ord June 25 


Brooch Manufacturer 


Wane, Arraur Mortey, Chellaston, Derbys Derby Pet 
June 28 Ord June 26 

Waker, Henry Giver, Foots Cray, Kent Croydon Pet 
May 25 Ord June 26 

Watias, Tuomas Irwin. Great 5 oe st, Chemist 


High Court Pet Jane27 Ord J 
Wuitrzeav. Harry, Gaythorn, 


A Plumber 


Manchester Pet June 12 Ord June 27 


Yienp, ALBERT ANDREW, 
Cheltenham Pet 


‘Wincheombe, Glos, Builder 
June 25 Ord June 25 


FIRST MEETINGS. 


Baron, JamEs Ly ney 
Co 


at 2 unty 
BE.rizLp, THomas 
July 6 at 10.30 


Biankiey, Georce, Leicester, 
Berridge st, Leicester 


Darwen, Lancs, Grocer July 11 
urt house, Blackburn 

bb ng Staffs, Farmer 
Off Rec, King st, Newcastle under 


Carpenter July 6 at 12 


Off Rec, 1, 

Brooke, Gronce, Derby, Np Salesman July 6 
at 1130 Off Rec, 47, Full st Derby 

CaHILL, on be” East Cowes. I of W. Draper July 9 at 


Ree, 19, 


Carey st 


auw 4 7 
Yorks July 6 at 11 Off Rec, 


Henrietta Covent 
July 10 at 11 Benksopeey pin: 


Cooeme James, ‘Bromley, Kent July 9 at 11.30 24, 


Ouvasmentay teres, 


10.16 Off Rec, 


Canton, Machinist July 6 at 
117, St Mary st, Cardiff rf 


Dunpsrpae, Joun Oates, Leeds, Journeyman Butcher 


July 9 at 8 OS 8 eee 
Epwarps, Theteieasey Gites, Chats en Dra; 


Busiors, Woo Eovass, 


July 9 at 2.30 
per y 9 at 2. 
Carey st 

tow a Bihar Draper July 6 at 


haw, Sener ia oh eg? i re sear de Camden sq July 10 
ptcy bidgs, Carey st 


ati2 Bankra 


Evans, Lewis Tomas, heme .s Victualler July 


6ati2 Off 81, 


Evenson, Henry 


July 6 at3 186, High st, Merthyr Ty 


ss OMAS, 


2.30 Off Bec, Byrom st, Manchester 


Puno JAMES, 
12 1, 


, Licensed Victualler July 6 at 


St Aldate’s, Oxford 


Goprrey, G B, x ATOR Contractor July 9 at 
G =a OF Be, Glam July 6 at 10 80 
——- ory ryn, Pencoed, y 
Rec, 7 8 Macy st, Cae 
Hanenzavas, eon te Lancs, Engineer July 6 
at 11.15 
Huseie, Epwarp ERvgs Paver Booth, Kent, late Dairy- 
man July 9 at 11 80. "15. Rochester 


h’ st, 
Jackson, Tuomas ALLEN, Heath Lown, Wolverh: 
Journeyman Painter July 10at1i Off Rec, Wolver- 


Lawrence, Gzeorcs EnGLerrerp, Freperick GrorcE 
Arraur Lawrence, and Epirn Laweence, Sou 


toa, Manuf 
Bed, 17m High ob Bos 


s July6at3 15 


LippeLow, CHARLES, Stanton on the ve Notts, Con- 


tractor July 9 at 2.30 Off Bec, 24. 
London 


Manrsters, JAmues 


Merchant July 7 at 12 
— 1 Boridge Tau 


Mui, jase We Des foun x 


way app, 
SapvieTON, sia OF Baa te Nene 


so that Of 


Close, Mitcham, 
Lumley, Old Jewry chmbrs 
Taytor or Toompson, ARTHUR se Exeter, Auctioneer Be 24 Taylor v Taylor, 
Simpson & Co, South: om be st, South: 





CREDITORS’ NOTICES. 
UNDER ESTATES IN CHANCERY. 


Last Day or Cram. 


London Gazette.—Fripay, June 29. 
Cleveland rd, Cuttin July 81 Coleman v Arnold, Kekewich, J 


VoULiiamy, tine Mosley, King at, Covent Carr, Wilmslow. ones Esq July 30 Vulliamy vy 
Vulliamy, Kekewich, J ‘Cholmeley, Lincoln’s inn field 


London Gasette.—Tunspay, July 8. 
Ducxer, Joun Awruony, Manchester Aug 1 Ducker v Ducker, Registrar, Liverpool 
Ma iverpool 


Surrey July9 Mann v Wilkinson, Kekewich, J 


pvmnat, rant, Surgical In nes Maker Aug 3 


ines, a Steel Worker July 6 at 3 
Be, € Albert 1a, Muldiesboro 4 


Nove Grorae, St Leonard’s on Sea, er July 24 
at 1130 County ‘ourt, 24, Cam 

Porres, Witu1am Grant, King’s Lynn, Wine Merchant 
July 7 at 1 oes King st, Norwich 

Pratt, Witt1amM Hayzgs worth, Provision Merchant 
July 6 at 11.30 24, balay sop, Ie London Bridge 

Provup.er, Joun, Manchest -%, Licensed Victualler July 6 
at330 Off Rec, Byrom st, 

Repstone, Frank Carrer, Carisbrooke, I W, Grocer 
July 9 at 10.30 Off Rec 19, Quay st, Newport. I W 
Reeve, Fam, West Ham, General Merchant 

July 6 at 2.30 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

a JAMES, whitton, Cumberland, Miller July 
16 at 3 erga Fisher st, gy 

Satspury, Tuomas, Kings Market 
Gardener Sale 6 at 12.15 OT he ee 47, eit st, rl 

Scorr, AtBERT Percy. Newport, I of W, Cycle Buil 
July 9 at 11.30 bg 19, Quay st, tp Newport, Loft W Ww 

SHackieTon, 8am Rochdale, Journeyman 
Butcher July ¢ 6 at 12.156 T 

Suepacep, James, Bacup, Draper July 6 at 11.45 
Tow: Rochdale 


Sxipper, Ricnarp WILEMER, King’ s Lynn, Norf lk, 
Merchant July 16 at 10 Court house. nes Lone 
Sopzn, Marrua Grorcina Epwarpzs, i ton, Boarding 


house Keeper July 6 at lz Off » Pavilion 
bldgs, ‘hton 
SranvIDGE, 


ary Awn Use. Kingston m Hull July ¢ 
at1l Off Reo, Trinity House Hull 
tleman July 6 at 


Sruusines, SzeTu, Cat , Kent, 
12. , Railway app, London Bri 
Tome. Bussy, melas July 11 at 11 Bankruptcy 
Warkes, Wruiuam Hewry Cuanues, en teiemaen, 
Builder July 10 at 11.30. Off Rec, Wolverham; 


Wawyrorp, Horace Henry, King’s 
July 16 at 10.16 Cg gy King’s Lynn 


Westwoop, James, Old Hill, Staffa, July 6 at 
olverhampton st, 
Wituiams, Tuomas, shaw, nr Oldham. Master 
Bank chmbrs, Queen 


July 9at3 Off Rec, st, Oldham 
Youne, Henny, Wakefield. Stonemason July 6 at 11 
Off Rec, 6, Bond ter, Wakefiela 


ADJUDICATIONS. 


ALEXANDER, Rosina Gerreups, Hatton Dealer in 
Silver Goods High Court Pet May2 Ord June 27 
Anpersox, Arruur, Wolverhampton. Grocer Wolver- 
ham Pet June 26 Ord June 27 

Appiesy. Annis, South Norwood Croydon Pet March 15 
Ord June 21 r 

Biap, Eowin Witu14m, Corsham, Wilts, Baker Bath Pet 
June 18 Ord June 23 

Beumses. Ferpinanp, om Leonards on Sea, Roasiing house 

Songs Pet May8 Ord May 
Con ae —y Newingt »n Causeway, Licensed Victualler 
Pet May 10 Ord June 

pate SamMuEL ay eeey Wereham, an, Builder King’s 
Li Pet June 27 Ord June 27 

Dovesry, Seemes Wisin, Dford, es Engineer 
Chelmsford 


Pet May 21 Ord June 23 
Deans, WALTER, Norfolk, Farmer Norwich 
Pet June 27 Ord June 


Eastsuan, Joun, pees S i, Bradford, Grocer Bradford 
Pet June 26 Ord J 

FLEwKer, emer and F Varo Fuewxer, Heywood, Lancs, 
Builders Bolton Pet June 26 une 26 

Fravxuin, James, Banbury, Li Victualler Banbury 
Pet June 21 Ord June 27 

Geant, Ervest Wi114M, Neath, Glam, Builder Neath 
Pet June * Ord June 25 

aay Joun, Queen Victoria st, Solicitor High 

Pet May 26 Ord June 22 ; 
een Davin Tao! ry Glam, Collier 


Aberdare Pet June 26 Ord June 
Hackney, Artuur Doup.uey, Hanley, Staffs, Potter Hanley 


Pet June27 Ord June 27 

Hey, Gzoxcx, » Soap Manufacturer Gloucester 
Pet June1 Ord June 

Jommaas, Suspes, High Court Pet June 27 


27 
Lavaaen. 3 saves, Mountain Ash, Glam, Glazier Aberdare 
Pet J Ord Jane 25 

















wich, J 
liamy y 


verpool 
wich, J 
Taylor, 
Aug 3 


we in 
lver- 


th 15 








July 7, 1900. 
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ponesnn, Ties ie Tuomas, fqubom, Kent, Grocer Maid- 


Jupe 27 Ord June 
MaRsTERS, | pearnd 
Lynn Pet May 21 4 
MansTERs, James SADDLETON, King’s 
Merehan' ’sLynn Pet June 15 ‘Ties 
Evan, Hafi Swansea, Coal 
Pet June 28 June 26 
Mitizr, JamEs Merl a neh South Engineer 
h Court Pet June 26 Pet Jute 25 
Nanve.ui, Ancrvo, Golden In, Hat Manufacturer High 
court Pet May24 Ord June 27 
NewcomBs, Jouy, Swansea, Journeyman Painter Swansea 
Pet June 27 Ord June 27 


pton 

Nantwich Pet June23 Ord June 25 

Ouives. Jonx, Okeford Fi 
Dorchester Pet June 25 June 25 

P.iatTtTs, Gzorcs, Hillsborough, Sheffield, Pattern Maker 
Derby PetJunezé Ord June 26 

Ponsrorp, Wit1iaM, Hereford, Brewer’s Traveller Here- 
tord Pet June 26 June 26 

Kkepstong, Frank Carrer, Carisbrooke, I W, Grocer 
Newport Pet June 26 Ord June 26 

Bozinson, Jonn Witt14m, a Hunts, Schoolmaster 
Pever h Pet June 27 poate June 27 

RosenTHAL, Emanvet, Liford, Hesex High Court Pet 
Aprii 27 Ord June 21 

RownTrex, James, Cumwhitton, Cumberland, Miller Car- 
lisle Pet June 28 Ord June 26 

Sampie, GzorGe Henny, West Bromwich West Bromwich 
a oe nce Alderegate st, Cigar 

ScHOTEL, GERARD RIANUS JACOB, 

Im Court Pet June 25 Ora June 2% 


Journeyman Plumber 
Wittiam 


Cumberland, 
endal 
onN, Brixton rd, Hotel 
20 Ord J 


Neste, 


MaTTHEWS, 
Swansea 


SuarPLes, JAmMEs Witson, Bury, 
Bolton 


§iDDLE, 


Simpson, Kee Rochester Pet 
4 une 25 


Soren, MantHa Grorgina Epwarpes, ns, Brighton, Boarding 

bouse Keeper brighton Ord J 

SpurGt, ALFRED, Gt’ Marlborough ugh sy Manufacturers’ 
agent High Court Pet May 7 June 25 

Sroos, Martin Jacos, ape as y Agent 
Liverpool Pet May Ord June 27 

Biv ramp es ~~ Ontiord, Kent Greenwich Pet May 24 
Ora 

TownsEND, Hexny, Sheffield, Brooch Manufacturer 
sheffield Pet June25 Ord June 25 


Wave, ArTHuR MoRLEY, Cheiuaston, Derbys Derby Pet 
June 26 Ord June 26 
Watait Tuomas Inwix, Gt Marylebone st, ees and 


ist High court Pet June 37 Ord June 


Waarete SamvuEt Davin, Dalston In High oy Pet 
May 15 Ord June 27 

We.pon, Gzorcz, Brompton rd, Doctor of Medicine High 
Court Pet March 22 Ord June 25 

bbe, Cyrit san King st, Cheapside High Court 

Pet March 31 Ord June 27 
Yiexs” ALBERT pide, Wiehe, Glos, Builder 
Cheltenham Pet June 25 Ord June 


London Gazetie.—Tvurspay, July 3. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


Axrcugs, Grores J. ———. Leather Worker Walsall 
ret June 26 Ord June 
ee, nants oapen? Whatton in the Vale, Notts 
ham June 28 Ord June 28 
Brep, ons ne ty Hardware Dealer Leicester Pet 
June 29 Ord June 29 
Burrerworrs. ry an Rochdale, Joiner Rochdale Pet 


Jane 29 une 29 
Casx, JosEpPs, pee 3 Lo — Manufacturer Coventry 
Pet June 29 Ord J 


sp ALFRED *tocmetagd Hastings, Draper Hastings 
Pet June 2 une 28 
a. » Sain, See Surrey, Builder Guildford Pet 


Cockuras, Onartes Marx PAtmer, Sieh, Kent, Chemist 
Pet June 29 Ord June 
Cottier, Wit11am, Birmingham Burssioghem Pet June 


: 18 Ord June 29 
Curvgr, Harris, New Cross, Tailor High Court Pet 
June 28 Ord June 28 


Dickson, Herszert Epwarp Bavmary, Battersea Park rd 
D ’ wa Pet ol 10 ped me 2 28 
ucRos, JuLus, Birmingham, Beerhouse Kee Birming- 
bam Pet June30 O.d June 30 wit 
Everstr, Luxe Caves, Seer, Cycle Dealer Brad- 


ford Pet June 28 Ord 

Fisuer, James WILLIAM, East Bi —  Saeeeh, Shoemaker 
B ater Pet June 29 Ord J 

Foster, Hix, Castleford, 7 Plumber Wakefield 
Pet June 30 Ord June 

Gacz, is = Witiheusen, Compositor Wolverham p- 
ton Pet June 29 Ord June x9 

nay GEORGE. Dogebusr, York, Joiner Dewsbury Pet 

une 28 
Hanot, M, Ft at, i, Btnand, Journalist High Court Pet 
i ae ky Hen Sa Cannon st Court 
ABYE TIN NSTANTIN, 

Pet Jan 30 Ord June 29 7 


— Joun W1i14M, Stockport, Lancs, Screw Bo 
Pet June 28 Ord June 28 " 


Jackson, woceaen 'HOMAS, — Li Butmer Stockton 
on Tees Pet June 


K Ra Bear's Pa ong Warmingham, Publican 

ETTELL, RaLPH, = 

L —- Nite 8, Oe Veterinary 

ALOR, FRED Davin, Coventry, 
voventry PetJune 28 Ord June 23 was 

Lipeese, sponse, Peaeiasin, Farmer Scarborough . Pet 
une 

Lorp, Joun Epuunp, ¥ Provision Dealer York Pet 
J 29 Ord i 


Tronmonger Warrington 


at aun, Mi Norfolk, Farmer King’s 


Messenczr, Joun Wr 
Pet 


Car! June 29 June 29 

Oncuagp, Wiii1am Jonny, Licensed Victualler 
Brighton Pet June 13. June 28 

Pererxrn, Atsert Gorpox, Stationer Nant- 

Pet June 16 Ord June 30 

Perry, Jonn CapwaLaDER. Maesteg, Glam, Grocer Car diff 
Pet June 28 June 23 

—_ Henry Cuanves, Cardiff, Butcher Cardiff Pet 

June 28 Urd Juse 28 


Raopgs, Richarp WINTERBUBY, pened Joiner Wake- 
field Pet June 28 Ord June 28 
Rowsz, Ernest i by a Helston, Cornwall, Tailor Truro 
‘ dune 90 en une 30 Fly 
EXTON, gy Cambridge, Proprietor Cambridge 
Pet June 19° Ord June 30 


Sxymovsg. and t Epmvuwp,,Purton, Wilts, Farm Bailiff 
indon Pet June 30 Ord June 30 


Toan1, H, Porchester 14, Restaurant. Keeper 
‘Court Pet June 11 June 28 
T russELie, Samuet. Hage, 
‘oive Pet June Ord June 28 
Vernon, Vincest, 
Pet June 29 Paddington June 29 
Wann Jere ent (ee Cab 


Tune 23 
W. ae aan 
Pet ae Ord June 28 ee 


ame Recrina, 8 High Gourt Pet 
Jane8 Ord June 2 


Amended notice substituted for that published in 
the London Gazette of June > 
W: GrorcE, 
Pune Wg ome Sigh Hea My 
une 25 
RECEIVING ORDER RESCINDED. 


Surererr, Lanecrorp, lord, Essex, Solicitor Chelms- 
ford Rec Ord M: 28 Reac June 18 


FIRST MEETINGS. 


Anca, sn-urin faumm Woks Walsall, Leather Worker July 12 
at 1 
Batxs, ay Taso, Blackbur Plumber July 11 at.2.30 County 


Black 
ae... eon E, Northumberland av July 18 at 12 
Bankru; bidgs, Carey st 


Berriz. E.izaBErs, : ed gate July 12 at 11 
aptcy , Uarey st 

BLackwELt, Grorce Grove, Pere 
Merchant July 13at 11 cores A 

Buakecey, Georcz Ernst Bensamin, Dewsbury, York, 
Solicitor July llat3 Off Heo, 

Bovaysz, Epwarp Joan, July 12 at 11 
174, Corporation st, 

Bro: 51 tM Tt on Wholesale Stationer 
July li at 3 “On Ree, 8, Albert 

Ciselased Howakrp Victor, Walsall, Pork Butcher. July 
12 at ll Off Kec, Walsall 

Cups, Hewxy, Liford, Essex, Builder 

Curren, Harris, Sow Comes, Oaerees Tailor July 18at2.30 

Dans, Samus. James, - + ll Norfolk, Builder July 
16 at 1030 Court ment Ae King’s Lynn 


Daviss, Joun a, Sennronise. Brecon, 
ns July 11 at 12 ea "7h os Mer sy wencg d 
Dasa Wars i 5 July 14 


8, King st. Norwich 
Hill, 
Fiswksr, Wiii14M, and Faxp Firw: 

Builders July 10 at3_ Off Reo, dsoltun 
Fox, Lasts (re Neath, Toy Dealer July 10 at 2 
Kes, 6 le. Thenetei Kent, Black- 

ork Somer July inet s OF 
eath, Builder July 11 at 12 
Green, Richarp VALLANCE, khill, Worcester July 11 

atll 174, Copeman st, i 
GrrEn, tie Te ree Aston, pay hee Eleo- 
Jacks, Tuomas, Bt George’s, Salop, Painter July 11 at 


4 Kensington July 13 at 11 Bankruptcy 


Gaeant, Exnest Wi111 
Off Alexandra 


Jouneson, 
Laks, JAMIN alt New sq. Lincoln’s inn, Solicitor 
Feed at 12 bl st 


ptey 

Aurrep Davin, Coventry, Veterinary S 

Tuly 10 at 12 Off Ree, 17, "Glertiord st, Coven’ 

LzwrswaitsE, RoBERtT, ford, Schoolmaster July 11 at 
On Ree, la, St Paul’s sq, Bedford 


10.15 
Hants, Butcher July 10 at 
Portsmouth 


Lona, > Gaenee Heme aay) ery eh 

Lites Grocer July 
18at11 Off Rec, 9, at, 

Lorp, = ane Bionagets Yo — Dealer July 13 at 
12.1 

mew Joux on, Dartisle, Horse Breaker July 

M 2 wo aah 4, lanes Carlin Draper July 19 

‘ORGAN, JOHN, Lianidloes, 
at10.30 1, ‘te at, Newtown 


Nrevp, Atsert Victor, Malpas, Farmer 
ey 
Pasry, Y July 10 at 8 Crypt 


» Boot 
chmbrs, Eastgate r.w, Chester 
Parry, Jonn Capw. ‘ July 


Glam, 
8at 12.30 Off oe taf Be Manet Coed 
Par.ips, Winisax, Hafod, wanece Cartdriver July 11 
at 1230 Off Rec 31, ao ee 


Pia GEORGE, a Pattern 
July 10 at 83 
B, a 5 Sater July 16.ab12 


Sanpwe.y & 


Baker Birmingham Pet 


i 

Cent | eee Skipton, Yorks Bradford Pet June 22 

CHAMBERS, Franx, Hastings, Draper Hastings 
Pet June2 Ord June 30 

Cocxinas, PALMER, Shae, She, Capes 
Rochester Pet June 29 eon 

Comm, Ramee, Sere Se High Court Pet June 


Bar, Jo Jouy, Bicningham, Gunmaker Birminghanm Pet 
Byaxees, Loxe OAV Exo Peat. Cycle Dealer Brad- 
— fs Youts, Plumber Wakefield Pet 
Juve 30 
Cane, s —_ Wolverhampton, Compositor Wolverhampton 


Fosrer, 
Pent EH 
@uen fine A L¥RED, Southall, Builder Windsor Pet 


na fligh Court Pet 


Herpert, Gronaz Wri11am, Moseley, Worcester, Toy 

Pet June 22 Ord June 25 

res Py mmr he Bo Dealer. Piymouth 

Hurtonixson, Jony y Wittiam Stockport, Lane, Serow Bolt 
Maker Stockport PetJune2§ Ord J 

Isaacs, Louis HExsy, Carlisle pl, Victoria st High Court 


Pet May 15 Ord June 30 
JACKSON ws 





Laos, ALFRED Coventry, 
Coventry June 28 Ord June 28 
Lanegan Gpieah feidingtan, Parmer tiara 
‘une 
Loap. Joux Bouvx, York, Provision Dealer York Pet 


June 29 Ord June 29 
Lyon, Tabernacle st, map ge ty my Manu- 
Court Pet May 1 June 30 
Mezpticort, AtsEest Epw. Smethwick, Stafford, Corn 
factor "West Bromwich June 16 Ord June 29 
Mxssencer, Jons Wr114m, Carlisle, Horse Breaker 
Carliale Pet June 29 yg 4 


Purine 3 Ord June 36 j — 
Roe Ricuarp Wixtersunx, Wakefield, Joiner 
‘une 28 Ord June 28 
Rows, > ae wo ms . Tailor Truro 
‘une 
euamk Gaegen Epuvunp, Parton, — Farm Bailiff 
Swindon Pet June 30 Ord June 
SILVERSTONE, > oe ~~ Se sq High 


Court Pet May7 Ord June 30 
’ ar 
7 Say a ae Ree 





April 20 Ord June 28 





All letters intended for publication in the 
“ Solicitors’ Journal” must be authenticated 
by the name of the writer. 


Subscription, PAYABLE IN ADVANCE, which in- 


cludes Indexes, Digests, Statutes, and Post- 
age, 52s. WEEKLY REPORTER, in wrapper, 
268. ; by Post, 28e. Sonrorrors’ JOURNAL, 
26s.; by Post, 28%. Volwmes bownd at the 
office—cloth, 23. 9d., half law calf, 5s. 6d. 


Where difficulty is epervenced in procuring. the 
— Jowrnal with regularity, i te requested that 


application be made direct tothe’ Publisher, 








une 
Mausu, ‘Joszpn, ' 
Pet June 


28 Ord June 2 


Scents 4 See ee 
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SALES BY AUCTION FOR THE YEAR 1900. SHOREDITCH.—A highly im rtant refute pot MESSBS. STIMSON & SONS, 

MESSRS. covets po pidly denn a ge " i Rervares, ox and Valuers, 

proving district, almost oem | ts, 
Shoredi North Rail 
DE 82M. pera ee & Bhi ain Nov Land aayand | passes ~ lh waite,” no, 
announce that their SALES for 1900 of = bet ge ge) oe edhe - es tite ow the t ROAD, 8.B. 

ATES, Tnvestinen am, mise, Building “and, Country pene R of factories, warehouses, omnibus and tramwa: and Caste) 


rents, Advowsons, Reve’ 


house-yard, near the Bank of England, in the City of 

London, as follows :— 
Tuesday, July 10. Tuesday, August 14. 
Thursday, July 12. Tuesday, October 9 
Tuesday, July 17. Tuesday, October 23. 
wv, — 19. Tuesday, October 30. 
Tuesday, July 24. Tuesday, November 13 

Thursday. July 26. Tuesday, November 20. 

Tuesday, July 31, y, December 4, 
By arrangement, Auctions can also be held on other 

days, in by orcountry. Messrs. De’ Tewson, 


for Probate and other purposes of Furniture, Pictures, 
Stock, Timber, &c. 


.DET. LISTS OF INVESTMENTS, Estates, 
Sporting Q Pre- 
mises to be Let or 2 or Sold by private contract are published on 


haem 


and oa 80, Cheapside, London, E.C. 
Telep ees 


Ground- 
Shares, and other 
Will be hala et the "AUCTION MART, Token- 


remises, 


Bridgewater undertake Sales and Valuations 


uarters, Residences, Shops, and Business 


1st of each month, and can be obtained of Messrs. 
benham, Tewson, Farmer, & Bridgewater, Estate Agents, 


No. 503, Bank 





BETHNAL GREEN. — A further portion of the Tyrell 
Esta’ —s 


stabli and workshops, including a fully-licensed 
public- rouse, with early reversion. producing from 
ground and 


per annum. The ground-rents are exceptionally well 
cured, the rack-rentals being unusually large in com- 
parison. By order of the Trustees,—Messrs 


will SELL, at the MART, on TUESDAY, JULY 2, at 
TWO, in 26 Lots, the following important FREEHOLD 
STMENTS : — 


CSeCBNAMRwnw 


lovert La 
nue 


at -) 


16 
17 
18 


a: 


nearly 62 Shops, dwelling-houses, 


other rents an aggregate income of £932 10s. 


EBENHAM, TEWSON. FARMER, & 
BRIDGEWATER 


| @round- 


Yearly or 
rents. th 


other 
Ren‘ 








=. Bethnal-green-road, lease 
= ae yearly 
208, -road, | 


Bethnal - 
5 lil 1971 | £% 0 | 


Fey RUSE 


205, Bethnal-green-road, yearly | 
27, , Bethnal-green-road, oe | 
211, Bethnal | 
1, 3, and 5, street, and | 
1, 3, and 5, Thorold-street; | 
leased until Lady-day, 1971... | 0 | 
7, 9 11, 18. 15, 17, and 19, | 
Thoruid-street, similar lease | 24 0 _ 
21, 23, 25, and 27, Thorold- | 
0 
0 


street, similar leas 
20 to 28 (eves) en), Thorold-street, 
similar } 





19 


21 





Particulars of Mesers. 
Lincoln’s-inn-fields ; and of 


| 9, 4, 6, and 8, Thorold street, 
similar 1 


10 to 18 tome Thorold-strect, 
similar lease 


lease 
7, 2% 11, = 13, “Tarin- street, 
similar lea 


Green'e-yard 1 and stabling in 
Turin - leased until] 
9 


Michaelmas, 1 
Toe Panther Publio- house, 
in ~ street, | until | 
1913 | - 47 
14a, 15a, and 16a, Satchwell- 
ss — until Mid- 


ot 
17, "18, 19, 30, and 21, Satchwell- | 
: 38 1, and til Christmas, 


oo” 
22, 23, 4, ‘and 25, Batchweli- 
street, weekly .. . — | 78 


gai 10 £715 
. Ro & Whately, Solicitors, 17, 
e Auctioneers, 80, Cheapside, 





CITY OF LONDON.—A first-class Frechold Ground-rent 
of £200 per annum. abundantly secured > a superior 


within a few yards Cheapside,— 
} yEBENH TAM. TEWSON, FARMER, & 
BRIDGEWATE 


will SELL, at the MART, on THURSDAY, JULY 26, 
at TWO, a FREEHULD GROUND-RENT of £200 
building kr 
ses i Mar, 1 1893, at the above-named ground- 


Landon, Solon, 


of the erection of the new w building. 
shortly, and of Messrs. E. F. & H. 


stables, la carriers’ or — * premises, electric light 

station. or for any other purpose where extensive accom- 

modation is required i = - central position easily accéssible 

from all parts ts of the City.—Messrs. 

EBENHAM, TEWSON, FARMER, & 
BRIDGEWATER 

are instructed by the Occupying Owner, who is bay za | 
this branch of his business to another district, to SELL, at 
the MART, on THURSDAY, JULY 26, at TWO, the 
above-named valuable FREEHOLD PROPERTY, situate 
a few yards from Shoreditch Station, abutting on Hoxton- 
street, with access from Edward’s-terrace, D 
and at present used as a timber yard, fitted with electric 
light plant, and containing extensive accommodation in 
offices, saw mills, . aoe and boiler houses, brick chimney 
shaft, ‘stabling, tim ber staging ; also a four-storey building, 
let off in tenements as worksho ope at weekly rents amount- 
ing to about £500 per annum ; whole covering an area 
of about 20,000 square feet. 

Particulars of Messrs. Leggatt, Rubinstein, & 
Solicitors, 5, Raymond- paaee, W.C.; and of the = 
tioneers, 80, ‘Cheapside, E 


ss Rage Sy Nes oun ~ RENTS, 
amounting 129 1 per annum, secured 
Es ublic-house and other premises at No’ Hill, Yaling, 
anwell, and South Lambeth, with reversions to posses- 
sion or the rack-rentals in from 18 to 63 years.—By order 
pe Trustee of the late Mrs. Harris.—Preliminary. 
DESENHAM, TEWSON, FARMER, & 
BRIDGEWATER 
will SELL, at the MART, on TUESDAY, JULY 31, at 
TWO, in Nine Lote, valuable FREEHOLD GROUND- 
RENTS, as follows 
£42 per annum, srommel upon the Portland Arms, Notting 
= reversion to once in or au 
per annum, secu! u 3 and 15, Elgin-crescen‘ 
Notting Hill ; reversion in 196 Bi. . . 
£10 per annum, secured one 181, Portobello-road, 
Notting Hill ; reversion in 1922, 
£11 per annum, on Saxonville, Castle Bar-road, Ealing; 
reversion in 1963, 
otturchroad, an secured on 3 and 5, & laedreeetenem, 
a and 2, Grove-terrace, Hanwell; reversion in 


COPY HOLD GROUND-RENT of £15 165s., secured on 
a and 14 houses in South Lambeth ; reversion in 

Particulars of Messrs. William Thomas & Guest, Newton- 
chambers. 42, Cannon-street, Birmingham, and of the 
Auctioneers, No. 80, Cheapside. 


BAYSWATER, NOTTING HILL, HAMMERSMITH. 
and LEE. —Net Improved Ground-rents of £33 10s., and 
twenty-four ——— Houses and Shops, producing £986 

per annum.— 

] EeeNHaM, TEWSON, FARMER, & 

BRIDGEWATE TER 

will SELL, at the MART, on TUESDAY, JULY 31, at 

TWO, in Lots, the following - ee INVESTMENTS :— 

Net Improved Ground-rents of = . £8310 0 

(amply secured upon 65, 6, 7, 10, 12, 13, and 16, 

wy —— Westbourne-grove.) 











ee 

i 

_ 

a 

% 

_ 

s 
ooooocec\|co 
oococecosco 


Nos. 77 and 79, Shaftesbury-road, Hammersmith 73 
Nos, 85 and 87. Shaftesbury-road, Hammersmith 78 
Nos 154, 156, 158, and 160, High-road, and Nos. 

1, 8, 5, 7, "9, and ll, park 300 0 0 
Particulars of Messrs. Thomas White & Sons, 18, John- 
street, Bedford-row ; and of the Auctioneers, 80, Cheapside. 


JULLEE, HORSEY, SONS, & CASSELL, 
11, BILLITER SQUARE, LONDON, E.C. 
Established 1807. 
AUCTIONEERS, VALUERS, AND SURVEYORS 
or 


MILLS AND ANUP ACTORS, 
PLANT AND MACHINER 
WHARVES AND WAREHOUSES. 
en Address—“ Futter, Horsrv, Lovo.” 
__ Telephone No. 746 Avex” 


MORTGAGES 
ON MANSIONS AND FLATS. 


—- awaiting Investment, also on Freehold and 
d Properties, Estates or Farms. Good 

Freehold Ground-rents Wanted. Principals placed in 
communication with clients. 

GIBSON’S AUCTION AND ESTATE OFFICE, 

22, Eoopouuame, Sr. James’, Loxvow, 8.W. (Telephone 

27 Gerrard) ; Herrrorpenire Orrices, St. ALBans 
(Telephone 0. 4); and Haspenpen. 


ESSRS. H. GROGAN & CO., 101, Park- 

street, Grosvenor-square, beg to call the attention of 
intending Purchasers to the many attractive  West-End 
Houses which they have for Sale. Particulars on applica- 














53, New Broad-street; and of the 


ion. Surveys and Valuations attended to. 


Avonttirants BALES ~4 ‘held at the Mart, 
yard, City, nearly every Thursday, 
and on a as occasion wy Ax oY 
STIMSON ONS undertake 8 and LETTINGS 
. PRIVATE 1 TREATY, Valuations, ely a cy | 
Mortgages, Recei ips in erences 
Asbitrations, the Adjustment of Compensation and oan, 
bs om er = by Auction of Furnitureand Stock, Collection 
o Ce 
Separate Lists of Property, Ground Rents for Sale, and 
Houses, Premises, &c., to be Let, are issued on the Ist of 
each month ; and can be had Ko charge on nS or 
a Bd "tor Lge or ii 
**Servabo, lm 


GTmMSON & SONS will SELL by AUC- 

TION, at the MART, on THURSDAY NEXT, 
ah $ TWO :— 

YDENHAM., — Freehold Ground-rents of £14 per 

secured wu) residences, Nos. 14 and 16, 

futon park-roat~-Soliitor, C. A. Russ, Esq., 62, King 


NUNHEAD. eechold Ground-rent of £7 per annum, 
secured upon Nos. 2 and 4, ie —Solicitor, 
E. Shalless, wich, 8 

citors ; and of the pa 8, 

Moorgate-street, E.C., —_ 2, New Kent-road, 8.E. 
BEULAH HILL, UPPER NORWOOD. — Freehold 
pat nt of ap oy Be — reversion in 23 

years to rack-rents 

QTIMSON & SONS 8 will SELL by AUC- 
hey ty MART, on THURSDAY, JULY 19, at 
ioe One Lot, a choice FREEHOLD GROUND- 

RENT of £90 per annum, amply secured upon six 
residences, with extensive gro known as Little Me 
ee ay ere Merle Bank, St. 

Heath Cottage, Beulah Hill, Norwood. The whole cover- 
ing an area of about 13} acres. Leased for a term expiring 
in 1923, with reversion to rack-rents of £1,000 per annum. 

a and plan of _—. Le hy — ——~ | 
bed 59. eo aed and o —— 

t E.C., and 2, New Kent-road,8.E. 
Sea ae F. Le Grix White 
KENT, BROMLEY.—Valuable Freehold Building Land, 

the residue of the South Hi 

bracing ye 7p., in Five Lots. The 














possesses 

ting to about 5,500 feet to 

a few minutes’ of the town, stations, 

and churches, in a grand tion, and — a var 
Oo road 


quan investment. 
ere is main drainage, gas, 
th il is Ci avel, Also the Cottage 
wih ula mn a know te 
House let at £40 annum. ion 0} is 
suitable for Sho: rape, ood fneinded with this Lot 
are several valuable reserve 8 
ESSRS. BAXTER, PAYNE, & LEPPER 
will SELL by AUCTION. at the MART, EC., on 
WEDNESDAY, JULY 11, 1900, at TWO o'clock pre- 
Six Lots, the above valuable and ulative 
$RURHOLD: BUILDING LAND; also STREAMLET 
aoe and GROUNDS. 





gy 4 with and con- 
Godden, on & Holme, 
Solicitors, Old Jewry, E. E.C.; “ion tie Hawks, Stokes, & Co., 
Solicitors, 101, Borough High-street, 8.E.; and of Baxter, 
Payne, & Lepper. Auctioneers and Land Agents, Bromley 
and Beckenham Kent. and 69, Kiog William-street, E. C. 


PERIODICAL SALES. 
ESTABLISHED 1843. 

ESSRS. H. E. FOSTER & CRANFIELD 
(successors to Marsh, Milner, & Co.) conduct 

PERIODICAL SALES of 
REVERSIONS (Absolute and Con t), 

LIFE INTERESTS and ANNUITIES, 

LIFE POLICIES,» 

Shares and Debentures, 

Mo Debts and Bonds, and 


Interests, 
on the FIRST and THIRD THURSDAYS in each month 
throughout the year, at the MART, Tokenhouse-yard, B.C. 
The dates fixed for the year 1900 are :— 
Thursday, July 19. Thursday, Oct. 18. 
‘ Thursday, Nov. 1. 





ursday, Aug. 16. Thursday, Nov. 15. 
Thursday, Sept. 6. Thursday, Dec. 6 
Faw Sept. 20, Thursday, Dec. 20 


, Oct. 4. 
Often 6, Poultry, London, E.C. Telephone No. 999 Bank. 
Telegrams: “ Invariably,’ London. 


PERIODICAL PROPERTY AUCTIONS. 
ESSRS. H. E. FOSTER & CRANFIELD 

beg to announce that their PROPERTY AUC- 

TIONS are held at the MART, Tokenhouse-yard, E.C., on 

the FIRST and THIRD WEDNESDAYS in every month 

throughout the year. 

The appointments fixed for 1900 are as follows :— 
Wednesday, July 18, Wednesday, Oct. 17. 
‘Wednesday, Aug. 1. Wednesday, Nov. 7. 

‘Wednesday, Aug. 15. Wednesday, Nov. 21. 

‘Wednesday, Sept. 5. Wednesday, Dec. 5, 

‘Wednesday, _ 19. Wednesday, Dec. 19. 

Wednesday, Oct. 3, 











Vendors, So! icitors, and Trustees having Properties for 

invited to communicate with the 

Offices, 6, Poultry, London, E.C. 
Telegrams: * * Invariably,” 


Bale are respectfi 
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